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THE. 
LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Ltp. 


HEAD OFFICE: 37, PRINCESS STREET, MANCHESTER. 
Established 1877. Capital, £200,000. 


This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 
HM. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 

The ‘‘ CLIMAX”? POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS — ILLNESS — PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
Capital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 

Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 

and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. , 
R, KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 


LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 
EsTABLISHED 1853. 
Capital Stock ; ‘ 














£400,000 











Debenture Stock sie i os ... £228,130 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full information may be hdd at the Society’s Offices. 

W. OSCAR NASH, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED 1836. 
1o, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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Current Topics. 


Ma. Justice Bucxnt1t will act as vacation judge during the 
Whitsun Vacation. 


WE paint elsewhere an order made by the Lord Chief Justice 
and the Master of the Rolls, providing that an applicant for 
exemption from the Preliminary Examination of the Law 
Society must in future, seven days before sending in his 
—- to the Lord Chief Justice or the Master of the Rolls, 
lodge a copy of such application with the Law Society and 
supply such further information as the Law Society may require 








AttHoues by the law of England the parent of a child of 
tender years may maintain an action under the Fatal Accidents 
Act, 1846, for negligence causing its death, it is a condition to the 
maintenance of such an action that there should be proof of actual 
pecuniary damage to the person on whose behalf the action is 
brought. It was said by Lord Bramwe tt that if the case were 
left to the jury without the distinct evidence of pecuniary 
damage they would invariably give damages to the parent by 
way of solatium. Inthe United States greater freedom seems 
to be given to the jury, who are invited to consider the probable 
amount of the child’s earnings during its minority and to adjust 
the damages accordingly. In a recent case in the Circuit Court 
at Newark, the judge is reported to have instructed the jury that 
a boy’s life was twice as valuable as a girl's from a legal stand- 
point, and damages were assessed accordingly. The theory 
appears to have been that a girl would be more likely to be an 
expense to her parents, while a son would prove a source of 
income and be likely to assist his parents in their old age. We 
cannot say that we are satisfied with this reasoning, and we cannot 
but think that to leave the amount of the prospective earnings 
of a child to the jury will ineviably result in their giving com- 
pensation to the parent for the shock to his feelings by the 
untimely and painful death of the child. 


Tue case of Hunter v. The King, decided by the House of 
Lords on the 15th of March, raised a very short and simple 





Section 54 of the Income Tax Act, 1853, provides that a 
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person who has made an insurance on his life may deduct the 
amount of the annual premium paid by him for such insurance 
from the amounts of any profits or gains in respect of which 
he is liable to be assessed under Schedule D or E of the Income 
Tax Act. The appellant had effected an insurance on his life 
upon the terms that the annual premium should be £66 17s. 6d., 
and that the insurers should in each year advance him by way 
of loan the amount of £33, and that the advances and interest 
thereon should be a first charge upon the policy. In each year 
he paid £33 17s, 6d. in cash in respect of the premium, and 
was debited with the remaining £33 as a loan, and he paid 
interest annually in respect of these loans. The argument for 
the appellant was that the effect of the transaction was that the 
whole of the premium was paid, and £33 of that sum was returned 
to the assured on loan, and that the statute did not 
require the premium to be paid in cash. This argument 
seems to involve some confusion between a payment and a 
liability like that of Rawpon Craw ey, in “ Vanity Fair,” who 
says that an article of his furniture cost him so much, “ that is I 
owe for it.” The Lord Chancellor dismissed the contention of 
the appellant very shortly. He said that the whole point was 
that the exemption or deduction, or whatever it was to be called, 
was to be allowed to the assured if the premium had been paid 
by him, and the whole reason which he gave for his judg- 
ment was that it had not been paid by him. The opinion of 
Lord James or HErerorp, who dissented, was founded upon what 
we cannot but think is rather a subtle view of the transaction— 
namely, that it was a ‘‘payment” in the same way as if the 
money had been borrowed from a third person. It is unnecessary 
to consider how the law would deal with such a case; it is enough 
to say that a settlement of an account, deferring payment, is not 
the payment contemplated by the Income Tax Act. 





By a somewhat singular refinement it is permissible to rescind 
by parol a contract which is in writing, and which is required 
to be in writing by the Statute of Frauds, though a parol varia- 
tion is ineffectual. An entire abandonment of the contract may 
be effected by parol because—so it has been said (Goss v. 
Nugent, 5 B. & Ad, p. 65)—there is no clause in the Act which 
requires the dissolution of written contracts to be in writing. 
Consequently, ‘‘a written contract concerning the sale of lands 
may still be waived and abandoned by a new agreement not in 
writing, and so as to prevent either party from recovering on the 
contract which was in writing.” But in the recent case of Vezey 
v. Rashleigh (52 W. R. 443; 1904, 1 Ch. 634) Byrne, J., treated 
Price v. Dyer (17 Ves. 356) and Robinson v. Page (3 Russ. 
114) as establishing the distinction just stated. “The waiver 
spoken of in the cases,” said Grant, M.R., in the former case, “ is 
an entire abandonment and dissolution of the c ntract, restoring 
the parties to their former situation.” In the case before him no 
such thing was contemplated by the parties. They only meant 
to add to or modify the terms of the original agreement, and 
any such variation must have been in writing in order to comply 
with the statute. And similarly in Robinson v. Page Lord 
Lywpuvrst, when Master of the Rolls, declined to give effect to 
a parol variation on the ground that it was simply a variation, 
and not an abandonment, of the original contract. The sub- 
ject is also discussed, as Sir Freprerick Pottock points out in 
a note to the report of Vezey v. Rashleigh in the Law Reports, 
in Noble v. Ward (L. R. 2 Ex. 135), There a parol variation 
could not take effect for want of writing, though if it had taken 
effect it would, according to the authorities, have rescinded the 
old contract and constituted a new contract with the variation. 
It was argued that, although it could not have this effect, 
yet it was at least good to rescind the old contract. But the 

xchequer Chamber rejected this contention on the ground 
that the parties had no intention to rescind. All they meant to 
do was to vary the original contract, and since this was not 
effectually done, that contract stood. 


In THE case of The Gas Light and Coke Co. v. Cannon Brewery 
Co. (1903, 1 K. B. 593) the special Act of the gas company 
provided that ‘‘in case any consumer leave the premises where 


gas was supplied to him without paying to the company the rate | 


or meter rent due from him, the company shall not require from 
the next tenant of the premises payment of the arrears so lef 
unpaid, unless the incoming tenant agreed with the defaulti 
consumer to pay the arrears, or unless the incoming tenant s 
continue the trade or business of the outgoing tenant, and shall 
have paid to the owner, lessee, or mortgagee in possession, or to 
the outgoing tenant of such premises a consideration for 9 
doing, but the company shall, notwithstanding any such arrears, 
in the absence of collusion between the outgoing and the 
incoming tenant, supply gas to the incoming tenant as required 
by this Act, on being required by him to do so.” Arrears 
being due to the company from the tenant of premises in respect 
of gas supplied to him, he sold the lease of the premises and 
the goodwill of the business to the defendants, who continued to 
carry on the business upon the premises. The Court of Appeal, 
overruling the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division in 
Gas Light and Coke Co. v. Mead (45 L. J. M. C. 71), to which 
Bracxsurn and Lusu, JJ., were parties, held that the effect 
of the section was to entitle the company to recover the arrears 
from the defendants. In commenting upon this decision ing 
former number (47 Souicrrors’ Journa, 347), we observed: 
“ The case is not without difficulty. Primd facie a gas company 
has no greater right to recover from an incoming tenant the gas 
rate due from an outgoing tenant than a builder would have to 
recover from the same incoming tenant the amount due to him 
for work done on the premises for the outgoing tenant. The 
right to recover must be given by some express agreement 
(which in this case did not exist) or it must be given by statute, 
If a statutory provision is relied upon, it should not rest upon 
implication, but should be expressed in clear and precise terms. 
The gas company prepare their Bill, and submit to amendments 
in committee. For any uncertainty arising from the drafting 
of the Bill they ought in fairness to be responsible.” We were, 
therefore, not surprised to read that the House of Lords on the 
17th of May reversed this decision, holding that, in the absence 
of positive enactment, there was no obligation on the defendants 
to pay the amount. 

Fresx CAsEs under the Workinen’s Oompensation Act, 1897, 
continue to appear in the reports and newspapers, and one which 
has just been decided by the judge of the City of London Court 
was of a peculiar character. It is tolerably well known that 
under section 7 the Act is to apply only to employment “in or 
abouta . . . factory, mine, quarry, or engineering work,” and 
to employment by the undertakers on, in, or about any building 
which exceeds thirty feet in height. By paragraph (2) 
‘engineering work” means any work of construction, or altera- 
tion, or repair of a railroad, &c., and includes any other work 
for the construction, alteration, or repair of which machinery 
driven by steam, water, or other mechanical power is used. It 
may be added that in Billings v. Holloway (1899, 1 Q. B. 70) it 
was held that where an accident happens to a workman employed 
on, in, or about a building in course of construction, which, 
although intended when completed to exceed thirty feet in 
height, does not at the time uf the accident exceed that height, 
the Act does not apply. The facts in the recent case, so far 
as we can gather them from the report, were that a workman 
who was engaged in preparing a piston-rod in a lift 
well at  Artillery-mansions, Victoria-street, fell a depth 
of 140 feet into the well and was killed. It was argued 
that the well, which was a structure of bricks and mortar, 
was a part of the building; in other words, that the 
space below the ground must be taken into consideration. 
But we find no reference to “depth” in the Act, though 
there has been much discussion in the courts (as in McGrath 
v. Weill, 1902, 1 K. B. 211), as to whether in calculating the 
height the building is to be measured froy the bottom or from 
the top of the footings. The judge found himself unable to 
adopt the view put forward on behalf of the claimant, though 
he observed that the crypt of a cathedral might be considered 
as part of the building. There was, therefore, judgment for the 
defendants. The decision appears to be in accordance with the 
provisions of the Act, which seem to regard the height of the 





building as the test of danger in the employment of the work- 
men. But there appears to be no reason why the benefit 
accorded to the workmen by the Legislature should not be 
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extended to those engaged in constructing a deep well, and we/it shall be lawful for the person aggrieved to appeal 


to the 


shall expect to hear more of this subject in any recommendation | quarter sessions of the county. Section 165 of the Municipal 


for the amendment of the Act 


Corporations Act, 1882, however, withholds from the recorder of 
a borough the power to grant any licence. Hence we have the 
grievance felt in many large towns that the decisions of their 


Tue question addressed by Mr. Wir in the House of licensing justices are subject to be overridden by the county 


Commons to the Chancellor of the Exchequer directs our atten- 


justices. 


With regard to refusals to renew on public grounds, 


tion to the law and practice relating to unclaimed dividends of | +1, new Bill proposes to remove this grievance, and it may be 


the National Debt. By the National Debt Act, 1870, Part VIL., 


hoped that the same principle will be extended to all refusals to 


stock upon which no dividend has been claimed for ten years| cow. The . . 
: er : ; question has now been raised, to what court of 
before the last day on which a dividend has become payable is quarter sessions does an appeal lie from the order of borough 


transferred to the National Debt Commissioners, a list being 
kept of the names and descriptions of the parties in whose names 
the stock stood before the transfer. The subsequent dividends 


on the stock so transferred are invested, and the stock arising refused to hear the appeal on the ground that the ap 


from the investment is held by the commissioners for the public 
subject to the claims of the parties entitled thereto. Provision 
is made for the retransfer of the stock so transferred and for the 
payment of the dividends due upon it to any person shewing his 
right thereto. There is always a very large sum standing to the 
account of unclaimed dividends, and it appears that some years 
ago the Bank of England was in the habit from time to 
time of publishing lists containing the names and descrip- 
tions of stockholders entitled to unclaimed dividends, but 
it was stated that this publication was found to afford 
facilities for fraud, and it has been discontinued. And 
it appears that it is now the practice of the bank, upon a 
claim to stock or dividends as above mentioned, to require that 
the person making the claim shall give full particulars of the 
stock claimed and of the arrears alleged to be due. This 
practice is vigorously attacked by one of the financial papers, 
which contends that in the great majority of cases the claimants 
are unable to satisfy these requirements, inasmuch as the stock 
would not have been neglected if the owner had kept proper 
accounts, and in the absence of such accounts the amount of 


to the books of the bank. We are to some extent disposed to 
agree with this criticism. In the case of consols and stocks, the 
interest of which is payable at the Bank of England, the 
proprietor has, in a large proportion of cases, no evidence of his 
title to the stock held by him. A good man of business will 
keep a complete list of his investments, but this is not always 
an easy matter, especially when the owner is fond of varying 
his securities. It may be argued that no more can be expected 
from the Government than from an ordinary debtor, who would 
require satisfactory evidence from any one claiming to be 
entitled to the debt. But where there is no doubt that the 
person claiming is the legal personal representative of a deceased 
proprietor of stock, we see no reason why he should be put to 
the trouble and inconvenience of searching for information which 
is already within the knowledge of the bank. 


A veERY important question of procedure ia licensing matters 
was settled recently by a Divisional Court, in Rex v. The Recorder 
of Bath (reported elsewhere). Section 11, sub-section 4, of the 
Licensing Act, 1902, provides that, on the application for the 


justices to make alterations in the premises? An appeal from such 
an order, made by the licensing justices for the city of Bath, was 


Tne recorder, however, 

should 

be to the county quarter sessions, and he had no jurisdiction. 

His ruling has now been considered by the High Court, and in 

the result, by a majority of two judges to one, his opinion has been 

overruled and a mandamus has been issued directing him to hear 
the appeal. The difference of opinion amongst the judges shews 

the difficulty of the question. In the first place, the making of 
such an order seems to be quite as administrative an act as the 
renewing of a licence, and it seems contrary to accepted 
principles that a recorder should have power to interfere with 
the discretion of licensing justices in such matters. This was 
the view taken by Kennepy, J., who formed a minority; and 
his view will, it is submitted, find many supporters. The Lord 
Chief Justice and Wits, J., however, held that the renewal of 
the licence and the making of the order are quite distinct acts, 
though done at the same time, and that the order is subject to 
appeal to the recorder. It does seem rather absurd that the 
renewal and the order upon which the renewal is, in effect 
though not in theory, conditional, should be locked at in such 
different lights. A refusal to renew and a renewal coupled 
with an order are different ways of exercising the discretion of 
the justices. If they exercise their discretion one way the 
appeal is to one tribunal, why should it be a different tribunal 
if they exercise it the other way? Perhaps the decision will 
come to the notice of the Committee considering the new Bill; 
and, if it does, it will probably only be binding for a very short 
time. 


entered at the city quarter sessions. 





Tue case of Re Fitzgerald, Surman vy. Fitzgerald (1904, 1 Ch. 
578) is interesting as bearing upon the law of matrimonial 
domicil, and also as explaining how far the Scottish law of 
‘‘ alimentary provision ” is inconsistent with the law prevailing 
in England. The facts were that on the marriage in Scotland 
of a domiciled Englishman with a domiciled Scotswoman, the 
wife's property, consisting partly of Scotch heritable bonds 
(which, according to the law of Scotland, are treated as real or 
immoveable property), was settled by a contract executed in 
Scotland in Scotch form. By this contract the trustees, most of 
whom were domiciled Englishmen, and who were also the 
trustees of a contemporaneous settlement of the husband’s 
property in English form, were to hold the wife’s property upon 
trust, in case the husband should survive the wife, to pay the 





renewal of a licence, the justices on renewing may, by order, 
direct that such alterations as they think reasonably necessary 
shall be made in the business part of the premises. Before the 
Act such alterations were very frequently directed, but the licens- 
ing justices had no statutory power to require any alterations 
to be made. All they could do was to make the complying 
with their directions a condition of the renewal of the 
licence, so that if the required alterations were not made, 
their only remedy was to refuse to renew it at the next 
annual meeting. Now they have statutory authority to 
“order” the necessary alterations, and default in complying 
with the order renders the licensee liable to a fine on summary 
conviction. The order, however, is not a condition of the re- 
newal, but a contemporaneous exercise of authority. It is 
further provided in the above-mentioned section that such order 
shall be subject to appeal to a court of quarter sessions, as pro- 
vided by the Alehouse Act, 1828. Section 27 of that Act gives 


an appeal from licensing justices to the quarter sessions for the 
county or place wherein a cause of complaint has arisen, 
provided that, if it has arisen within a city or borough, 


|income to him during his life, declaring that all payments to 
| him “ shall be strictly alimentary, and shall not be assignable nor 
| liable to arrestment or any other legal diligence at the instance of 
| his creditors.” The husband survived the wife, having mortgaged 
| his life interest under the Scottish contract to mortgagees in 
England. Upon asummons by the trustees for the determination 
of the question whether the husband was entitled for his life to 
the income of the trust funds vomprised in the Scotch contract 
of marriage free from incumbrance and without power of 
alienation — in other words, whether this contract must be 
construed according to the law of Scotland or that of Eogland— 
Joycg, J., held that the law of England must prevail, first, 
because the matrimonial domicil having always been in England, 
the presumption was that the parties intended that the contract 
should be governed by English law; aud, secondly, because in any 
event, the contract was contrary to the policy of the English law, 
by which a mere prohibition of alienation cannot be effectually 
imposed except in the case of a married woman’s separate 
property. By the Scottish law, which corresponds, we believe, 
to that existing upon the Continent, a man, by conveying his 
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estate or a fund to another under a conditivn that it shali be 
applied only for a particular purpose, and that no creditor shall 
have the power of attaching it, may place it beyond the reach of 
creditors, Where, therefore, an estate is created and the proceeds 
are appropriated expressly for the purpose of alimenting and sub- 
sisting the person for whose use it is given, it is—at least so 
far as it does not exceed a moderate aliment—protected from 
creditors. The Court of Appeal (VavaHan Wrtttams and 
Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., Srirtinc, LJ., dissenting) have now 
reversed the decision of Joyor, J., disagreeing with the learned 
judge in the court below with regard to both his conclusions. 
They decline to adopt the proposition that a strictly alimentary 
— for an adult male is contrary to the policy of the 
nglish law, pointing out that it has been long settled that at 
common law, and apart from any statutory enactments prohibiting 
assignment, certain salaries and pensions are inalienable. We 
understand that the case is to be taken to the House of Lords, 
so that the interest with regard to it is by no means exhausted. 


ReErerrine TO the judgment of the Privy Council in the case 
of The Citizens’ Life Assurance Co. (Limited) v. Brown, which we 
discussed last week, a learned correspondent says that the 
judgment will find a place in any text-book on the law of 
corporations, inasmuch as it positively refuses to follow the 
opinion of the late Lord BramweE tv in the well-known case of 
Abrath v. The North-Eastern Raiiway Co. (11 App. Cas. 247), 
where he said: “I am of opinion that no action for a 
malicious prosecution will lie against a corporation. I take 
the opportunity of saying that as directly and peremptorily 
asI possibly can, and I think the reasoning is demonstrative. 
To maintain an action for a malicious prosecution it must be 
shewn that there was an absence of reasonable and probable 
cause. A corporation is incapable of malice or motive.” It 
will be seen from the report that Lord Sre1norne took occa- 
sion to say that this opinion must not be considered to be 
that of the other peers, and there can be no doubt that it has 
never been acquiesced in by the profession. The Judicial 
Committee, in declining to give effect to it, say: ‘‘If it is once 
granted that corporations are for civil purposes to be regarded 
as persons— ?.¢., as principals acting by agents and servants—it is 
difficult to see why the ordinary doctrines of agency and of 
master and servant are not to be applied to corporations as well 
as to ordinary individuals. Those doctrines have been so 
applied in a great variety of cases in questions arising out of 
contract and in questions arising out of torts and frauds, and to 
apply them to one class of libels and to deny their application tu 
another class of libels on the ground that malice cannot be 
imputed to a body corporate appears to their lordships to be con- 
trary to sound legal principles. To talk about imputing malice 
to corporations is to introduce metaphysical subtleties which 
are needless and fallacious.” We shall probably hear no more 
of the immunity of corporations from actions of fraud or libel. 





Tue Covrr of Appeal have affirmed (ante, p. 451), the decision 
of Lord Atverstonz, O.J., in Ogdens (Limited) v. Nelson (51 
W. R. 696; 1903, 2 K. B. 287), and have thereby re-asserted 
the principle that when consideration for a contract has been 
given on one side the other party is not at liberty to escape 
liability by putting it out of his power to perform his part of 
the bargain. The plaintiffs had been wholesale tobacconists, 
and they had offered to retail tobacconists, who would agree to 
withhold their business from specified rival traders and deal with 
the platntiffs exclusively, an interest in their net profits for four 
years and in a bonus of £200,000. 


plaintiffs. Subsequently the defendants sold their business to 
the rival traders and claimed to be free from liability under the 
offer which they had made. In an action brought by them for 
the price of goods supplied, the defendant counterclaimed for 
damages for breach of their contract to give him a share of the 
net profits, and he has succeeded both before the Lord Chief 
Justice and the Court of Appeal. The broad principle, said 
Cots, M.R., is that when the consideration has been received 
there is an implied obligation on the recipient to keep in 
existence the state of things out of which his ability to make a 


The defendant accepted | 
the offer and entered into a contract to deal exclusively with the | 


not necessar 
which have been set out above. 





return fur the consideration sprung. ‘The defendant had given 
valuable consideration to the plaintiffs by undertaking to deal 
exclusively with them, and the plaintiffs accordingly were under 
an implied obligation to retain the business from which the 
profits which they had offered to share with their customers were 
to arise. The assignment of their business was a voluntary act 
on their part which prevented the defendant from receiving the 
benefit promised to him, and hence there was a breach of the 
plaintiffs’ implied undertaking for which he was entitled to 
damages. 





Estoppel Against Companies. 
I. 


A Question of great importance to companies is dealt with in 
the judgment of Kennepy, J., in the recent case of Ruben y. 
Great Fingal Consolidated (1904, 1 K. B. 650), and though, in 
the result, the learned judge followed the authority of the similar 
case of Shaw v. Port Philip Gold Mining Co, (13 Q. B. D. 103), 
he fully considered the difficulties of the question at issue, 
This is, whether a company is bound to suffer for the results 
of a fraudulent use of its seal made by the secretary for 
his own purposes. 

The facts, shortly stated, were as follows: The defendant 
company was domiciled in the offices of Messrs. Berwick, 
Moreine, & Co., in the City of London. One of the partners 
of the firn—A. 8. Rowze—was secretary to the company, and 
the firm were under an agreement to provide the company with 
offices and with a sufficient clerical staff. The plaintiffs were 
stockhrokers with whom Rowe had, prior to December, 1902, 
done business on his own account in stock and share transac- 
tions, and they regarded him as a person of good credit. They 
did not know that he was secretary of the defendant company, but 
they believed him to be a director of it. In December, 1902, 
Rowe asked Mr. Lipo, a partner in the plaintiff's firm, to 
arrange for a loan to him of £20,000 on the security of 5,000 
shares in the defendant company, and Liypo arranged accord- 
ingly to get the amount from the firm’s bankers and to make 
the advance. Rowe represented that the shares which he was 
offering as security, andin which he was interested, were standing 
in the name of ‘‘ EK. Srorey,” and a transfer of the shares by 
E. Storey to two persons who represented the bank was pre- 
pared. This transfer was certified—that is, it had a certificate 
indorsed on it on behalf of the company that tie certificates for 
the shares had been lodged with the company—and when given 
to Mr. Linpo by Rows, it purported to have been executed by 
“EK. Srorzy.” In due course Linpo returned it to Rows 
executed by the transferees. This was on the 17th of Decem- 
ber, and on the following day Rowe delivered to Liypo a new 
certificate fur the 5,000 shares which purported, in accordance 
with article 12 of the articles of association of the company, to 
bear the seal of the company, to be signed by two of its directors, 
and to be countersigned by Rowe as secretary. Mr. Lixpo 
learnt from the certificate for the first time that Rows 
filled this position. He had the certificate examined in his own 
office, and subsequently it was taken to the bankers, who gave 
against it their cheque for £20,000. The plaintiffs’ firm paid 
this cheque into their own account and on the same day gave 
their cheque to Rowse for the same amount, less stamps and com- 
mission. Rowe cashed the cheque and in a few days absconded. 
It was then discovered that the certificate, save for Rows’s 
counter-signature, was a forgery. ‘The seal of the company had 
been fraudulently affixed by Rows, who as secretary had access 
to it, and the signatures of the two directors were forged. 

Asto the above facts there was no dispute, ang the question inthe 
action was whether the certificate estopped the company from dis- 
puting the title of the bankers to be registered as holders of the 
shares. As we have said, Kennepy, J., decided, upon the authority 
of Shaw v. Port Philip Gold Mining Co. (supra), that the company 
were estopped, and that the damages for refusing to register the 
bankers at the plaintiffs’ request were to be measured by the 
value of the shares. It is necessary, therefore, to see what 
was the point at issue in the earlier case. Into the facts it is 
to go. They were substantially similar to those 
A forged certificate was issued 
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by the secretary of a company to a person who had contracted 
through a broker to purchase shares in the company, and 
apparently the secretary received the purchase-money for his 
own use. The holder of the certificate borrowed money on 
the faith of it, and, on the company refusing to recognize 
the certificate, he claimed the value of the shares by way of 
damages. The matter was argued before a Divisional Court 
(STEPHEN and Matuew, JJ.) on @ special case, and a decision 
was given in favour of the plaintiff upon the ground that the 
company had put the secretary in the position of being able to 
issue a forged certificate as if it were genuine, and that they 
could not, therefore, dispute its genuineness. 

“A person,” said Srzrmen, J., “‘can inform himself whether 
the certificate comes from the secretary because he gets it from 
the secretary’s office, but I do not see how, according to any 
practicable course of business, he can go behind the certificate and 
ascertain for himself such matters as whether the signature of the 
director is genuine. It appears to me, therefore, that the company 
have authorized the secretary, and made it his official duty, to act 
in such a way that his acts amount to a warranty by them of the 
genuineness of the certificate issued by him.” And Martuew, J., 
rested his judgment upon the same ground: ‘It is obviously 
indispensable in the ordinary course of business that the secre- 
tary should perform these duties’’—thatis, to procure the execution 
of the certificate with the necessary formalities and to issue it to 
the person entitled—‘“‘ and it never could have been contem- 
plated that the purchaser of shares should himself ascertain that 
each of the prescribed formalities had in fact been complied 
with. It seems to me, therefore, that the secretary is held out 
by the company as their agent to warrant the genuineness of 
the certificate.” 

The amount at stake in Shaw v. Port Philip Gold Mining Co. 
was £20 and costs, which perhaps explains why a matter in- 


volving such an important quéstion of principle was not carried 


further. A criticism on it which has been suggested by text- 
book writers is whether the decision is reconcileable with the 
principle of Barwick v. English Joint Stock Bank (L. R. 2 Ex. 
259), as subsequently explained in British Mutual Banking Co. 
v. Charnwood Forest Railway Co. (18 Q. B. D. 714). The 
tule established by the former case is stated in the head- 
note as follows: ‘A principal is liable in an action for the 
fraudulent representation of his agent, acting in the course of 
his business,” and Wits, J., in delivering the judgment of the 
Exchequer Chamber, said: ‘‘ With respect to the question 
whether a principal is answerable for the act of his agent in the 
course of his master’s business, and for his master’s benefit, no 
sensible distinction can be drawn between the case of fraud and 
the case of any other wrong. The general rule is, that the 
master is answerable for every such wrong of the servant or 
agent as is committed in the course of the service and for the 
master’s benefit, though no express command or privity of the 
master be proved.’ And after referring to various instances 
in which a master has been held liable for wrongs done by his 
servant, he continued: ‘‘In all these cases it may be said, as it 
was said here, that the master has not authorized the act. It is 
true, he has not authorized the particular act, but he has put the 
agent in his place to do that class of acts, and he must be 
answerable for the manner in which the agent has conducted 
himself in doing the business which it was the act of his master 
to place him in.” 

The phrase in this judgment which we have italicized, and 
which is not expressed in the rule stated in the head-note, shews 
the limitation which is to be placed on the principle of Barwick v. 
English Joint Stock Bank, a limitation which was applied in 
British Mutual Banking Co. v. Charnwood Forest Railway Co. 
(supra). The head-note to that case is: “A principal is not 
liable in*‘an action of deceit for the unauthorized and fraudulent 
act of a servant or agent committed, not for the general or special 
benefit of the principal, but for the servant’s or agent’s private 
ends.” ‘The secretary of the defendant company had given 
untrue and fraudulent answers to questions relating to debenture 
stock of the company for his own purposes, and not in any way 
for the benefit of the company. Bowen, L.J., pointed out that 
this was not an act of a class which he was authorized to do 
Within the meaning of the latter part of the judgment of 
Wits, J., quoted above, and that the liability of the defendant 





company was excluded by the express form in which the rule was 
laid down in the earlier part of the judgment. In Barwick v. 
English Joint Stock Bank the act done, though not expressly 
authorized, was done for the master’s benefit. In British Mutual 
Banking Co. v. Charnwood Forest Railway Co. the act was not 
done for the company’s benefit. The case was complicated by 
the consideration that the defendants, being a corporation, had 
no power, under the circumstances, to guarantee the truth of 
such statements as their secretary had made ; but, apart from this, 
it was recognized that the rule in Barwick v. English Joint Stock 
Bank must be taken to be subject to the qualification that, to 
render the principal liable for the fraud of his agent committed 
in the course of his employment, the fraud must have been 
committed for the principal’s benefit. 

So far, then, as the decision in Shaw v. Port Philip Gold 
Mining Co. (supra) can be referred to the rule expressed in the 
head-note to Barwick’s case, it must be taken to have been over- 
ruled by British Banking Co. v. Charnwood Forest Railway Co. 
But, in fact, in Shaw’s case, asalso in the present case of 
Ruben v. Great Fingal Consolidated (supra), the action against the 
company was not based on fraudulent misrepresentation, but on 
the estoppel created by the use of the company’s seal, and it is 
upon this estoppel, rather than on the direct liability of a 
principal for his agent’s fraud, that Kennepy, J., rested his 
judgment. This aspect of the case, however, we must leave for 
a further article. 








The “ Clog” Again. 


Tue question of what stipulations between mortgagor and 
mortgagee will constitute a clog on the equity of redemption, 
and consequently be invalid, has again come before the House 
of Lords—this time in Samuel v. Jarrah Timber, §c., Corporation 
(Limited) (Times, 17th inst.)—and that tribunal has once more 
been compelled to set aside a contract deliberately entered into 
by competent parties in deference to the rule which the Court 
of Chancery established long ago in the supposed interest of 
mortgagors. The rule “once a mortgage, always a mortgage” 
was, it is well known, treated by the House of Lords in 
Salt v. Marquess of Northampton (1892, A. C. 1) as too well 
settled to be overruled, though not without criticism of its 
intrinsic merits. ‘‘I think,” said Lord Bramwett, “ the 
equitable rule unreasonable, and I regret to have to disregard 
the express agreement of a man perfectly competent and advised 
by competent advisers.” Since that case there has, of course, 
been no question of upsetting the rule, but there has been a 
singular amount of litigation with respect to its application, 
and, not to mention cases in the lower courts, the House of Lords 
has dealt with it in the successive cases of Noakes §- Co. v. Rice 
(50 W. R. 305; 1902, A. ©. 24), Reeve v. Lisle (51 W. R. 576; 
1902, A.C. 461); and Bradley vy. Carritt (51 W. R. 636; 1903, 
A. C. 253). In the first of these it was held that, while the 
mortgagee can stipulate for a collateral advantage, he can retain 
the benefit of this only until redemption, and hence, where the 
mortgagor of a leasehold public-house covenanted to take liquor 
from the mortgagees, who were brewers, during the whole of the 
residue of the term, ths covenant was limited to the continuance of 
the security. Lord Macnacuren, after observing that redemption 
was of the essence of a mortgage, and that equity would not 
permit any device for impeding it, said: ‘‘It follows as a 
necessary consequence that when the money secured by a mort- 
gage on land is paid off, the land itself, and the owner of the 
land in the use and enjoyment of it, must be as free and 
unfettered to all intents and purposes as if the land had never 
been made the subject of the security.” 

In Reeve v. Lisle the mortgagor did not succeed in obtaining 
the application of the rule in his favour, it being held that the 
transaction which was alleged to constitute a clog upon the 
equity was really independent of and subsequent to the mort- 
gage. For while the mortgagee is disabled from securing by 
the mortgage itself any advantage which will fetter the equity 
of redemption, it is competent for him, after the mortgage, to 
enter into a transaction which will have this effect. But in 
Bradley v. Carritt (supra) the further point was decided that a 
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fetter upon the equity was invalid even though its operation was 

indirect. ‘‘Can you impose,” said Lord Maonacuren, “on the Reviews. 

equity of redemption a, fetter operating indirectly, when you 

cannot, as it is admitted, impose a fetter which operates Charter-parties. 


directly? My lords, I should have thought that that question 
answered itself—you cannot do indirectly that which you must 
not do directly.” In that case the holder of shares in a teu 
company mortgaged them with a stipulation that the mortgagee 
should always be employed as broker for the sale of the 
company’s teas, and if he was not so employed the mortgagor 
was to be liable to pay the amount of the commission whic) 
would have been earned. The liability thus incurred would 
have constituted indirectly a fetter upon the disposition of the 
shares by the mortgagor, and hence it came to an end upon 
redemption. 

In the present case of Samuel v. Jarrah Timber, §c., Corporation 
the clog upon the equity was more direct than in Bradley v. Carritt. 
A sum of £5,000 was advanced to a company upon the security 
of £30,000 of debenture stock of the company, and it was agreed 
that the mortgagee should have an option for a year to buy any 
of the stock at the rate of 40 per cent. of the nominal price. The 
advance was to be due and payable with interest at thirty days’ 
notice on either side. Within the twelve months, and before the 
company had given notice to repay the advance, the mortgagee 
claimed to purchase the whole of the stock at the agreed price. 
It seems sufficiently clear upon the authorities that such a claim 
was inconsistent with the existence of the equity of redemption, 
and therefore could not be supported, and it has been so held 
by Kexewica, J., and by the Court of Appeal, and now again by 
the House of Lords. Lord Macyacuren observed that the 
question depended upon the rule that a mortgagee is not allowed 
at the time of the loan to enter into a contract for 
the purchase of the mortgaged property; but this is, 
of f{course, only another form of the general principle 
that the mortgagor’s right to redeem must be, so far as 
the mortgage transaction is concerned, kept inviolate. ‘‘ This 
court, as a court of conscience,” said Norruineton, L.C., in 
Vernon v. Bethell (2 Eden, p. 113), in a passage quoted by Lord 
MacnaGHTEN, ‘‘ is very jealous of persons taking securities for a 
loan, and converting such securities into purchases. And there- 
fore Itake it to be an established rule, that a mortgagee can 
never provide at the time of making the loan for any event or 
condition on which the equity of redemption shall be discharged 
and the conveyance absolute. And there is great reason and 
justice in this rule, for necessitous men are not, truly speaking, 
free men, but, to answer a present exigency, will submit to any 
terms that the crafty may impose upon them.” 

The question is whether the rule thus enunciated in 
1762, and intended for the protection of necessitous land- 
owners, is to be treated as operative at the present time in 
regard to a loan obtained on behalf of a limited company, 
The House of Lords have held, with reluctance, that it is. 
“The directors of a trading company,” said Lord MacyaGuren, 
‘in search of financial assistance, are certainly in a very 
different position from that of an impecunious landowner in the 
toils of a crafty money-lender. At the same time, I quite feel 
the difficulty of interfering with any rule that has prevailed so 
long.” And the Lord Chancellor felt compelled to acquiesce in 





the judgments appealed from, though he was unable to appreciate 
the sense or reason of the rule. An attempt was made to take 
the case out of the rule upon the ground that the mortgage was | 
of debenture stock, but Lord Davey pointed out that the stock | 
was capable of being made a security, and hence was subject to | 
the same considerations as any other security. ‘I can,” he said, | 
“discover no reason for treating a mortgage of debenture | 
stock as something so different from other mortgages as to. 
render the principle ‘once a mortgage always a mortgage’ | 
inapplicable to it.” The whole course of decision is, indeed, in | 
favourof maintaining this rule with reference to securities of all | 
kinds, and a mortgagee must be content with his position as such. | 








The judges, Grantham and Channell, JJ., have fixed the following com- 


mirsion days for the summer assizes on the North-Eastern Circuit: New- 
castle, Wednesday, the 6th of July; Durham, Wednesday, the 13th of 
July ; York, Thursday, the 21st of July; Leeds, Tuesday, the 26th of 


THE CoNTRACT OF AFFREIGHTMENT AS EXPRESSED IN CHARTER. 
PARTIES AND BILLs OF Lavina. By T. E. Scrurron, M.A., LL.B 
K.C. FirtH Epirioy. By T. E. Sorurron and F. D. Mackrynox. 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited) 4 


Considering the encrmous bulk of maritime trade and the vastness 
of the interests involved, 1t is not surprising that questions both of 
freight and insurance give rise to a great amount of litigation, 
Insurance, in general, may be said to protect the capital involved ; 
freight represents the profits upon which the trade depends. Contracts 
relating to both subjects are made in the course of daily business accord- 
ing to printed forms which are altered more or less hastily to suit the 
exigencies of the particular case, and in the result the courts are fre- 
quently called upon to interpret the contract should any difficulty arise, 
Hence Mr. Scrutton, who confines himself to the contract of affreight- 
ment, has a great mass of case-law to deal with. Moreover, the 
contract is one which has to be carried out at a distance from the 
principals, and an interesting branch of the subject relates to the 
authority of the master to vary it under pressure of exceptional 
circumstances. This authority, of course, as Mr. Scrutton points out, 
is much more limited now than in former times. The telegraph has 
revolutionized the shipping industry, like much else, and the 
shipowner or his manager is able, from an office in London, 
to give directions to the master at all the principal ports in 
the world. The law is stated by Mr. Scrutton in a series 
of articles, to which the authorities are appended in the form 
of illustrations, so that the book forms # convenient puide 
to the entire subject, and it has been before the profession long 
enough for its utility to be well established. The rights of mort- 
gagors are not, perhaps, strictly within its scope, but as references 
are given to the cases on the right of a mortgagee to receive freights, 
we should have expected Shillito v. Biggart (51 W. R. 479) to be 
mentioned. This established that the consignee of freight can claim 
it against the mortgagee, if it is due before the mortgagee takes 
possession. But the work in general appears to have been well 
brought up to date and the editors notice, for instance, the recent 
case of Greenock Steamship Co. v. Maritime Insurance Co. (1903, 
K. B. 367), on the nature of a warranty of seaworthiness in respect 
of the sufficiency of coal for the voyage. The editors repeat the 
criticism with regard to the Commercial Court made in the last edition 
that the principle upon which it started, that one judge should con- 
trol the proceedings in a case from stuart to finish, is not sufficiently 
observed, and they suggest that the judge taking the comwercial list 
sbould not go on circuit. There are appendices containing forms of 
charters and bills of lading, the relevant statutory provisions, the York- 
Antwerp rules as to general average, and information as to the 
practice on loading and discharging general ships in the leading ports 
of Great Britain. 


Arbitration. 


REDRESS BY ARBITRATION: A DIGEsr OF THE LAW RELATING TO 
ARBITRATIONS AND AWARDS, INCORPORATING THE ARBITRATION ACT 
or 1889, AND THE DECISIONS OF THE CoURTS THEREON. By 
H. Fovurxs Lywncu, Solicitor. Fourtn Eprrion. Revised by 
D. F. DE L’ Aoste Rankine, M.A., LL.D. Effingham Wilson. 


This work treats in very concise form with the procedure in an 
arbitration—the submission, the arbitrators and umpire, the award, 
and incidental matters, such as costs and witnesses. Whya text-book 
writer should concern himself with the appointment of a lunatic 8 
arbitrator we do not know. ‘‘ Any person,” it is said, ‘‘ may be 
appointed arbitrator, even interested persons, infants, lunstics, 
married women, and such like.” It may be so; but it would not be 
expedient to try. And after this enumeration we cannot say what 
is to be understood by ‘such like.” But we do not desire to press the 
criticism. The book is conveniently arranged in numbered para- 
graphs, and the leading points are clearly brought out and aptly 
illustrated by reference to the authorities. A series of forms and the 
text of the Arbitration Act, 1889, are given in*an appendix, 


The following gentlemen have been elected members of the General 
Council of .the Bar as the result of the recent election, viz. :—M. 
Warmington, K.C., Mr. Tindal Atkinson, K.C., Mr. Dickens, K.C., 
Mr. W. F. K. Taylor, K.C., Mr. E. C. Macnaghten, K.C., Mr. English 
Harrison, K.C., Mr. Scott Fox, K.C., Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., Mr 
Micklem, K.C., Mr. Radcliffe, K.C., Mr. G. Cave, K.C., Mr. Acland, K.C., 
and Messrs. Leigh-Clare, M.P., G. Henderson, B. Houghton, A. +: 
Ashton, Jj E. H. Benn, G. A. Bonner, H. T. Waddy, J. A. Hanke, 
E. P. Clarke, C. Head, J. I. Stirling, and P. Grain. 
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Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Articles of A:sociation—Director lnterestad in Contract.—It 
is pretty plain, and scarcely needed a reported case to support it, that 
where directors are allowed to contract with their company, but 
forbidden to vote as regards that contract, the interested directors 
cannot constitute part of the quorum which is required at any meeting 
at which a vote as to a contract in which they are interested is taken. 
The point has long been known to company draftsmen, who have 
taken care to make an exception in the case of the original agreement 
with vendors who are also directors, but it may be easily overlooked 
as regards other contracts—e.g., where directors are interested in 
debenture issues. In such cases it may be impossible to obtain a 
disinterested quorum unless some proper provision is made.— RE 
GreYMouTH Pornt, &c., Co. (Farwell, J., July 6) (1904, 1 Ch. 32). 


Articles of Association—Variation of Memorandum by— 
Reduction of Capital.—The soundness of the doctrine laid down in 
Ashbury v. Watson (30 Ch. D. 376), that provisions in a memorandum 
of association which are not by statute required to be there inserted, 
are nevertheless immutable, has sometimes been doubted, but the 
doctrine is now so old that it will probably be left undisturbed. 
There has now come before the courts a third state of facts—not a 
provision required to be stated in the memorandum, and not a 
provision therein which is applicable under all circumstances, but « 
provision which gives a sort of power to appoint by the articles. The 
memorandum, in fact, divided the capital into classes of shares with 
defined rights respectively, but provided that the rights attached to 
the several classes might be modified or dealt with in the manner 
mentioned in certain clauses of the articles which were to be deemed 
to be incorporated in the memorandum. The Court of Appeal held 
that the power to modify was valid.—RE' WELSBACH INCANDESCENT 
Gas Licur Co. (C.A., Dec. 15, 1903) (1904, 1 Ch. 87). 

Dabentures—Power to Exchange—Registration.— Any decision 
is welcome which places a reasonable construction on the well (and 
justly) abused section 14 of the Companies Act, 1900, and a report of 
such a decision which gives one a new form of article tending to a proper 
evasion of that section should be received with open arms. Articles 
of association empowered the directors to allow debentures to be 
“exchanged.” Debentures were sealed but were not registered 
within the statutory period. Then the board cancelled them and 
issued new debentures in exchange for them, which were registered 
within the statutory time; and it was held that they were valid. A 
careful perusal of the case throws light on other points, whether, if 
there had been no provision for exchange, the new debentures would 
not have been valid, and whether, in case of a contract to give 
debentures the time for registration runs from the date cf the agree- 
ment or the date of the issue of the debentures. Both of these points 
have puzzled company draftsmen.—RE Derries & Co. (Buckley, J , 
Nov. 11, 1903) (1904, 1 Ch. 37). 


Debentures —Substitutei Security — Registration.—A recent | 


decision of the Court of Appeal shews (1) that where property 
is substituted for other property comprised in a debenture stock 
deed, registration of the supplementary security may be necessary ; 
but (2) that the necessity for registration may be avoided by 
having the property conveyed directly to the trustees of the deed. 
—Cornprook BrEweERY Co. v. Law DEBENTURE CORPORATION 
(C.A., Dec. 21, 1903) (1904, 1 Ch. 103). 








The Lord Chief Justice will take the summer assizes at Nottingham, 


New Orders, &c. 


Applications for Exemption- from Preliminary 
Examination. 
ORDER UNDER 40 & 41 VicrT. c, 25, s, 11. 


From and after the date hereof, persons desirous of obtaining 
exemption from the Preliminary Examination pursuant to section 11 
of the Solicitors Act, 1877, must, seven days before sending their 
application to the Lord Chief Justice or the Master of the Rolls, as 
the case may be, lodge a copy of such application with the Law 
Society, and supply such further information as the Law Society may 


require. 
Signed) 
Signed) 


ALVERSTONE, C.J. 
R. Henn Coxiwoys, M.R. 


May 9, 1904. 





High Court of Justice. 
WHITSUN VACATION, 1904. 
Norice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Whitsun Vacation. 

During the Whitsun Vacation, all applications ‘‘ which muy requir: to 
| be immediately or promptly heard,” are to be made to the Honourable 
| Mr Justice Bucknill. 

Mr. Justice Bucknill will act as Vacation Judge from Saturday, the 21st 
of May, to Monday, the 30th of May, both days inclusive. 

His lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Friday, the 
27th of May. On other days within the above period applications in 
urgent matters may be made to his lordship by post, or, if necessary, 
| personally. 

In the case of applications the judge by post the brief of counsel should 
be sent addressed to the judge by book-post or parcel, prepaid, accom- 
panied by office copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and 
also by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the 
order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also au envelope 
capable of receiving the papers, addressed as follows: ‘‘ Chancery Official 
Letter : To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrar's Chambers, 
Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C,”’ 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent, 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application at the 
Chaucery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 





























Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
YEOMAN (Suppliant) ». THE KING. No.1. 13th May. 


CHARTER-PARTY—DISCHARGE—CARGO TO BE DISCHARGED AT THE AVERAGE 
Rare or Nor Less Tuan 210 Tons pen Workinc Day—Demvrrace— 


Fraction or A Day. 


Appeal by the Crown from a decision of Bigham, J., given in the 
Commercial Court, on the hearing of a petition of right brought by the 
plaintiff, who is a shipowner at West Hartlepool, to recover demurrage 
in respect of the detention of a vessel belonging to him at Bermuda, to 
| which port she had carried a cargo of patent fuel from Cardiff for the 
Admiralty. The case was regarded as of considerable importance by the 
Admiralty, as the question turned upon the construction of a code charter- 





Warwick, and Birmingham, in place of Mr. Justice Darling, who will go | party in general use in the service. Under the terms of the charter- 


to the Sout-Easternh Circuit, in place of Mr. Justice Wright. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Atherley-Jones asked the 
Secretary of State for the Home Department whether his attention had 
been called to the fact that in the recent case of Stevier v. Duke @ police- 
constable of the metropolitan force gave evidence that one of the litigants 
was in his opinion a person of evil reputation ; by whose authority or 
Instructions he was permitted to give such evidence, and whether he 
received from any person, ani, if so, whom, any reward or gratuity for 
attending the court as a witness; whether he had sanctioned the practice 
of a police-constable appearing in a civil cause between private litigants to 
express opinions us to the character and reputation of one litigant at the 
instance and on behalf of the other litigant; and, if not, whether he 
would censure those responsible for permitting the officer to give such 
evidence, and take steps to prevent the recurrence of such conduct. Mr. 
Akers-Douglas said: The officer in question attended to give evidence in 
obedience toa subpeena and, I am informed, received ordinary conduct 
money only. The police authorities had no power to forbid him to obey 
the order of the court, and I am therefore not prepared to pass any 
censure on them in the matter. I am not aware that there exists any such 
ractice as that suggested in the question, and I certainly should be the 
t to encourage it, 





the cargo of 2,367 tons had to be discharged at the average rate of not less 
than 210 tons per working day, weather permitting, the time to commence 
in accordance with the custom of the port, and it was agreed between 
the parties that having regard to the fact that the customary oe 
hours at the port of Bermuda were from 6 a.m, to 6 p.m. the cargo shoul 
have been discharged in 11} working days. The time having been 
exceeded, the question was—At what time did the demurrage commence ? 
The plaintiff's contention was that it began immediately on the expiration 
of the 11} days —that is, at 9am. on the morning of the 12th day. The 
Crown, on the other hand, submitted that, the 12th day having been broken 
into, they were entitled to continue to unload during the whole of that day 
freeof demurrage. Bigham, J., found in favour of the plaintiff's contention, 
and the Crown now appealed. Without calling on the respondents. 

Tur Court (Cottiss, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal, holding that the charterers were not entitled to claim the 
remainder of the broken day, and therefore that demurrage began to run 
from 9 a.m. on the 12th day, and the suppliant was entitled to the sum he 
claimed by the action.—Counset, R. B. D. Acland, K.C, (Sir R. B. Fintay, 
A.G., with him), for the Crown; Serutton, K.C., aud Adair Roche. 
Soutcrrors, The Treasury Solicstor ; Botterell & Roche. 

{Reported by Erskixe Resp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Re 0., A DEBTOR, Lr parte THE DEBTOR. No. 2. 6th May. 


Banxkruptcy—Notice Conrarmsine Two Jupgment Dests—IRReGuLaRitTy 
—Rieut or Court To AMenp—Practice—Bankroptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vict. c. 52), s. 4, sun-secTion 1 (e) ; s. 143. 


This was an appeal by the debtor from an order of Mr. Registrar Link- 
later. The facts were shortly as follows: The petitioning creditors of the 
debtor alleged that the debtor owed them a sum of £659 1s., which was 
the amount of two final judgments made against him in the King’s 
Bench Division on the 30th of March, 1904, and that he had committed 
an act of bankruptcy in not complying with a bankruptcy notice which 
had been served on him on the 30th of March. They presented the 
petition on the 12th of April. The notice was a notice requiring the 
debtor within seven days after service to pay the said sum of £679 1s., as 
being the amount due on the aforesaid two judgments in the King's 
Bench Division. The debtor opposed the making of any order, and disputed 
the debt. The registrar having made a receiving order, the debtor 
appealed, disputing the debt and the act of bankruptcy. On the appeal, 
counsel for the appellant cited In re Low, Ex parte The Argentine Gold Fields 
(Limited) (39 W. R. 181; 1891, 1 Q. B. 147), and argued that the bank- 
ruptcy notice was bad, as it included two judgment debts, and therefore 
no act of bankruptcy had been committed. Counsel for the creditors 
argued that as the objection was only raised now, it ought to fail. The 
court also, under section 143 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, could amend 
the order. 

Tue Court (VaucHan Witiiams, Srirune, and Cozens- Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vaccuan Wit1ams, L.J.—It is not in dispute here that this bankruptcy 
notice is defective, but this objection is fatal to the notice. I think that, 
having regard to the decision in Re Collier (8 Morrel 80), we ought not to 
amend this bankruptcy notice in this case. Speaking for myself, this case 
of Re Collier has been acted on for many years in bankruptcy administra 
tion. With regard to the costs, the successful appellant ought to have 
ee as far as the appeal is concerned, but not the costs of the original 

earing. 

Srrriine and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunset, H. Reed, K.C., 
and Carrington; Montague Lush, K.C., and H. Kisch. Sowicrrons, Raphael 
§& Co ; Beyfus § Beyfus. 

[| Reported by A. R. Taytour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


EAST LONDON RAILWAY CO. v. THE CONSERVATORS OF THE RIVER 
THAMES. Farwell, J. 13th May. 


Pgactice—Costs—AGREEMENT TO SHARE Expense or Saortuanp Nores. 


This was a motion to vary the minutes of judgment. At the trial of 
the action an agreement was arrived at between counsel, with the assent 
of the court, that a shorthand note of the proceedings should be taken 
and treated as the record of the action, such notes to be paid for by the 
plaintiff and defendants in equal shares. On the costs of the action being 
taxed, the taxing-master, relying on Osmond v. Mutual Cycle and Manufac- 
turing Supply Co. (Limited) (48 W. R. 125 ; 1899, 2 Q. B. 488), treated the 
costs of the shorthand note as costs in the action and payable as to their 
entirety by the unsuccessful party. This motion was made for a declara- 
tion that such costs were payable jointly by the plaintiff and defendants 
in accordance with the said agreement. 

FarwELt, J., in giving judgment, said: The costs of the shorthand note 
must be borne by the parties equally, according to the agreement arrived 
at between counsel, with the assent of the court. The contention that 
such costs should be treated as between party and party and follow the 
costs of the action seemed to be based on a misapprehension of a phrase in 
the judgment of Smith, L.J., in Osmond v. Mutual Cycle and Manu- 
facturing Supply Co. (Limited) (48 W. R. 125; 1899, 2 Q. B. 488). In that 
case Smith, L.J., after referring to an agreement relative to the costs of 
taking a shorthand note similar to that arrived at in this action, says: 
‘*That appears to me to carry an agreement that such costs should be 
costs in the cause.”” In that case the client resisted the payment of such 
costs to his solicitor, and the point decided was that they were recoverable 
by the solicitor as costs in the cause. The court will not override the 
agreement as to payment made between counsel. Declaration accordingly. 
—Covunset, Waggett ; Northeote. Soxicrrors, Wilson, Bristowes, & Carpmael ; 
James Hughes. 


[Reported by H. Wotcotr Wanyer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


HILLS v. ARCHER. Farwell, J. 17th May. 


Partition Action—No Appiication ror Sate Unper Partition Act, 
1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 40)—Costs vp tro Hearne. 


In a partition action, where the defendants neither desired nor could 
resist partition, and none of the parties asked for a sale under the Parti 
tion Act, 1868, counsel for the plaintiff asked that the whole costs should 
be borne rateably by the parties in proportion to their respective shares, 
and relied on Bowes v. Marquess of Bute (27 W. R. 750), and Cannon v. John- 
son (19 W. R. 175, L. R 11 Eq. 90). 

Farwe.u, J., said he must follow Richardson v. Feary (36 W. R. 807, 
39 Ch. D. 45). The costs were, no doubt, in the discretion of the court, 
and the long-settled rule was that when partition was asked for and no 
advantage was taken of the Partition Act by sale, the old rule obtained as 
to the costs up to the hearing being paid by the plaintiff. There might 


——— 
costs, but in the present case, as the defendants did not desire partition, he 
must follow the ordinary rule.—CounseL, F. £. Farrer; A. J. Allen, 
Sorrcrrors, C. R. Lear; Allen § Edwards. 

| Reported by R. Hix, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re BALDOCK (DECEASED). BALDOCK v. BALDOCK. Joyce, J. 
4th May. 
Powrr—Power or APPOINTMENT—DELEGATION OF PowgR BY Dongp— 
INVALIDITY. 


Adjourned summons. By his will, made in 1875, the testator in this 
case after making certain other bequests and devises, gave, devised, and 
bequeathed his residuary estate, real and personal, to trustees upon the 
trusts for sale, conversion, and investment therein declared, and to pay the 
income of such estate to his wife, Elizabeth Mary Baldock, for her life, 
and after her death the capital and income were direct+d to be held in trust 
for his son, the plaintiff, E. H. Baldock, or for him and his children and 
issue for such estate or estates, interest or interests, and with, under, and 
subject to such powers, provisoes, declarations, and stipulations, 
and generally in such manner and form as his said wife should by deed 
or deeds, with or without power of revocation and new appointment, or 
by will or any codicil - . appoint, and in default of such 
appointment then (in effect) upon the trusts therein declared 
The testator died on the 15th of August, 1875, and his will was duly 
proved. By a deed-poll dated the 30th of June, 1886, under the hand and 
seal of Elizabeth Mary Baldock, reciting the will and power mentioned 
above and sundry prior appointments, an appointment was made of part of 
the funds representing the residuary estate of the testator, and the income 
of the then appointed funds was directed by the appointor to be paid to 
the said E. H. Baldock during his life. Then followed this proviso: 
‘* Provided always that if the said E. H. Baldock shall assign 
or charge the said income or any part thereof or become bankrupt 
or do or suffer any other act or thing whereby the said income 
i¢ payable to him absolutely or any part thereof would become 
v-sted in or payable to any other person, then and in such case 
the trust hereinbefore declared in favour of the said E. H. Baldock 
shall cease and determine, and the trustees of the said recited 
will of the testator shall thenceforth during the life of the said E. H. 
Baldock apply the said income for the support or benefit of the said E. H. 
Baldock and his children or issue or any of them in such manner as the 
trustees or trustee for the time being of the said will [other than the said 
E. H. Baldock, who was then himself a trustee] shall think fit, and subject 
to the trusts hereinbefore declared’? the then appointed funds were 
directed to be held (in effect) upon the trusts declared by the will concern- 
ing the same and a power of revocation was reserved which was never exer- 
cised in such a manner as to be material to the question arising in this case. 
The widow, Elizabeth Mary Baldock, died on the 1st of October, 1894. 
This summons was taken out by the said E. H. Baldock as plaintiff against 
his only child as defendant asking (in effect) whether the above- 
mentioned proviso for cesser of his life interest on bankruptcy or alienation 
and the discretionary trust for the support and maintenance of himself and 
his children or issue was or was not invalid, and if it was invalid, whether 
the plaintiff was entitled notwithstanding his having mortgaged his life. 
interest still to receive the income of the said residuary funds during his life 
For the summons it was contended that the discretionary power was void 
as a delegation by the donee of her fiduciary power, it was admitted that the 
proviso for cesser on bankruptcy was good, but the subsequent part of the 
proviso. vesting a discretion in the trustees as to the direction and 
payment of the income was bad upon the authority of Ingram v. Ingram 
(2 Atk. 88), Williamson v. Farwell (35 Ch. D. 128), Chester v. Chadwyck (13 
Sim. 102), and Stuckbridge v. Story (19 W. R. 1049). Reliance was also 
placed on the remarks to be found in Davidson’s Precedents (3rd ed.), 
vol. 3, part 1, p. 159, and Key & Elph. Prec. (6th ed.), vol. 1. p. 70, 
which last statements appeared, however, to be unsupported by any 
authority. 

Joyce, J., was unable to disagree with the proposition laid down at 
p. 70 of vol. 1 of Key and Elphinstone, which was, in his lordship’s opinion, 
sound in principle. This was in fact a delegation of the power, and his 
lordship held that the discretionary trusts were accordingly bad and that 
as from the bankruptcy of, or alienation by, the said E. H. Baldock the 
property went upon the trusts of the will.—CounsrL, Hughes, K.C., 
Methold, and Tylee; Wheeler. Sowscrrors, Lorley, Elam, § Gardner ; Rider 
§ Heaton. 

[Reported by Auan C. Nessitt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re TRIMMER. Joyce, J. 10th and 11th May. 


New River Co.—Kina’s SaarE—TENANTs In Common—Panrrition—Errect 
or SeraRaTe DEALING. 


In this case the facts were as follows: ' A testator, A. T., left to his two 
sons, to be divided equally between them as tgnants in common, one- 
eighteenth of a King’s Share in the New River Co. During the lifetime of 
the brothers their names were separately inscribed as owners on the 
company’s books, and they separately received the dividends due on their 
respective interests. One of the sons died, and by his will devised all his 
share of and in all the real and leasehold property devised from his father 
which he held as tenant in common with his brother, and which should 
not at his death have been sold or apportioned. The question for the court 
to decide was whether the share of the testator in the moiety of the one- 
eighteenth of the King’s Share passed under this devise. 

Joyce, J.—The father of the testator was owner of one-eighteenth of & 
King’s Share in the New River Co. By his will he gave the residue of his 








be cases where all the parties being agreed it was just to apportion the 


real and personal estate between his two sons, one of whom was the testator, 
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in equal shares as tenants in common. Shares in railway and joint stock 
companies are made personalty by statute, but King’s and Adventurers’ 
Shares are for many purposes real property. As to the one-eighteenth 
which belonged to the testator’s father, no actual partition was necessary 
as between the two devisees. Having regard to the nature of the property, 
each devisee became entitled to a moiety of the one-eighteenth. One of 
the devisees caused an entry to be made in the register of the New River 
Co. distinguishing his interest in the one-eighteenth. After this there 
was no unity of possession. So my opinion is that the testetor at his death 
was not a tenant in common with his brother, but that the property had 
been partitioned by their separate dealing in regard to it.—CovnszL, 
Romer, Bonus, Church, Rolt, and Pattison. Soticrrors, Johnson, Weatherall, 
Sturt. 
‘ [Reported by Atrrep C. Tuomas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re WHEELER. HANKINSON v. HAYTER. Warrington, J. 
27th and 28th April. 


Marrrep WomAN—ACKNOWLEDGMENr OF PrecepEeNT Dest—Conrract To 

Pay—Magriep Women’s Property Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 63), 

s. 1—Monry on Depostr—‘‘ Reapy Monry.’’ : 

The testator, who died in 1902, by his will (which contained neither a 
hotchpot clause nor a gift of residue) divided his property specifically 
among his four daughters. His executors claimed that one of his 
daughters, Mrs. Hayter, who had married her present husband in 1880, 
should bring into account advances alleged to have been made to her by the 
testator to the extent of £1,784. - It was argued that as Mrs. Hayter in 
1894 ‘‘ signed as correct ’’ a summary of her account, this was an acknow- 
ledgment of her indebtedness within the Statute of Limitations, and that, 
although her debts were statute-barred, the document constituted a contract 
by her to pay them, which would, under section 1 of the Married Women's 
Property Act, 1893, bind her separate estate, and that the advances were 
debts which the executors could set off against her share. There was also 
a question whether a sum of £1,011 7s., as deposit at a bank withdrawable 
on fourteen days’ notice, passed as ready money under the will, the trustees 
whereof were directed to divide the balance of certain moneys and 
testator’s ready money in the manner prescribed by the wiil. 

WarrinoTon, J., held that Mrs. Hayter was not liable to account for 
the advances. If she had been a single woman or possessed of separate 
estate, she would have been liable to repay some of the advances, but she 
was not, and she could not therefore have been sued for the debts before 
1894. It was said that the document signed by her in 1894 atter the 

.Married Women’s Property Act, 1893, amounted to a contract by her 
within section 1 of that Act to repay the advances. That was not a correct 
view of the statute. Jor the purposes of the Act it was necessary to find 
a contract entered into by a married woman after the date of the Act. It 
was not sufficient to find an acknowledgment of a precedent debt sufficient 
to take the debt out of the Statut- of Limitations. The ‘section contem- 
plated a contract then entered into for the first time. Here there was no 
consideration for the suggested contract, and there was no fresh promise 
topay. Having regard to Mayne v, Mayne (1897, 1 Ir. Rep. 324) the money 
on deposit was notready money, and was therefore undisposed of by the will. 
—CounseL, R. F. Norton, K.C., 4. W. Rowden, K.C., W. J. Whittaker, 
W. H. Cozens- Hardy, Christopher James, Bryan Farrer, and W. J. Lewin. 
Soticirors, C. F. Ingram, for C. J. Lacey, Bournemouth; Balderston ¢ 
Warrens ; Cox §& Lafone; Lowe § Co. 

[Reported by Percy H. Wivrrexn, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


REX ». RECORDER OF BATH. Div. Court. 13th May. 


LicensInc—QuvuaRTER Sxssions—OrpER Mave sy Boroven Justices — 
ALTERATION OF Premises —APPEAL TO Recokper—Licensine Act, 1902 (2 
Ep. 7, c. 28), s. 11, sub-section 4. 

Rule nisi for a mandamus calling upon the Recorder of Bath to shew 
cause why he should not hear and determine an appeal by one McCoombe 
against an order of licensing justices for that city whereby it was ordered 
that he should make certain structural alterations in that part of his 
premises where intoxicating liquor was sold. The question raised by the 
rule was whether an appeal against an order made by borough justices 
under section 11, sub-section 4, of the Licensing ‘Act, 1902, lies to the 
recorder or to the county quarter sessions. McCoombe, the owner and 
licensee of a fully-licensed public-house in the city of Bath, applied to the 
licensing justices at the annual licensing sessions for the city of Bath for 


a renewal of the licence in respect of his premises. The application was | - 


adjourned until the 29th of February, when the magistrates granted the 
renewal of the licence and made an order directing that a door at the 
rear of the premises be closed and that the doorway and passage leading 
therefrom should not be used for customers. McCoombe, being dissatisfied 
with that order, gave notice of appeal to the quarter sessions for the city 
of Bath. Upon the case being called on the recorder refused to hear the 
sppeal, on the ground that he had no jurisdiction to hear an appeal from the 
order of licensing justices, and that such an appeal would only lie to the quar- 
ter sessions for the county. In moving for the rule nisi it was contended 
that section 11, sub-section 4, of the Licensing Act, 1902, provided that an 
appeal against an order made by borough justices under the provisions of 
that section would lie to the recorder. That sub-section provides that : ‘‘On 
any application for the renewal of a licence for the sale by retail of 
intoxicating liquor to be consumed on the premises, the licensing justices 
may require a plan of the premises to be produced before them and to be 


think reasonably necessary to secure the proper conduct of the business 
shall be made in any part of the premises where intoxicating liquor is sold 
or consumed, but any such order shall be subject to an appeal to a court 
of quarter sessions, _—— by the Alehouse Act, 1828. . . . 
If the licensed person es default in complying with any such order, 
he shall, on su conviction, be liable to a fine not exceeding 20s. for 
every day during which the default continues.” By section 27 of the 
Alehouse Act, 1828 (9 Geo. 4, c. 61), it is provided that: ‘‘ Any person 
who shall think himself aggrieved by an act of any justices done in or 
concerning the execution of this Act may appeal against such act to the 
next quarter sessions of the peace holden for the county or place wherein 
the cause of such complaint shall have arisen. . . .” 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstons, C.J., and Wiis, J., Kennepy, J., 
dissenting) held that the recorder had come toa wrong decision. The 
section contemplated an order and not a renewal of a licence. It seemed 
to them that the Legislature had taken the case out of the category of a 
renewal, and had in terms created the power to make an order, against 
which order an appeal had been given to the recorder. They therefore 
thought that the rule must be made absolute. The mandamus was made 
absolute.—Counset, J. A. Simon; Foote, K.C., and Douglas Metcalfe. 
Soxicrtors, Gribble, Oddie, § Sinclair, for E. R. Fuller, Bath ; Woodcock, 
Ryland, & Parker, for J. Wall, Bath. 

[Reported by E. G. Strtuwet1, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (Appellants) v. ILLUMINATED ADVERTISE- 
MENTS CO. (Respondents). Div. Court. 13th May. 


MerTrRopoLis—ADVERTISEMENT Case Prosectinc Bryonp Burtpinc Line— 
‘*Burmpinc or Srrucrure’’—Lonpon Bumpre Act, 1894 (57 & 58 
Vict. c. ccxmt.), ss. 22, 200 (3). 

Case stated by ©. Plowden, Esq., metropolitan magistrate, on an 
information charging the respondents with unlawfully erecting certain 
structures in contravention of III. of the London Building Act, 1894, 
beyond the general line of buildings in Cranbourn-street, without the 
consent in writing of the appellants, whereby they became liable to the 
penalty prescribed by section 200 (3) of the London Building Act, 1894, 
as amended by the London Building Act (1894) Amendment Act, 1898. 
In April and May, 1903, the respondents erected on the front walls of 
48, Cranbourn-street twelve advertisement cases, constructed of sheet iron, 
supported by strong wrought-iron supports securely cut and pinned 
through the front walls of the building. The outer side of each of the 
cases was covered with a wooden frame carrying canvas or linen with 
advertisements, and provision was made for illuminating the interiors of 
the cases by electric light. The cases varied in width from 2ft. to 5ft., 
and in height from 5ft. to 7ft. Each of them stood out 10in. in front 
of a front wall of the building, but each projection was less than 
the projection of the existing cornice over the shop, which was 
2ft. from the face of the main building. The front of each of 
the cases was about 10in. beyond the general line of buildings. It 
would be possible to move the whole of the cases (with the exception of 
the iron supports) in a single day without injury to the building. The 
respondents not obtained the consent of the appellants to the erection 
of the cases. The appellants contended that the cases as fixed and 
supported were structures within sections 22 and 200 (3) of the Act of 
1894, The magistrate was of opinion that the cases were not structures 
within the Act, that they were in the nature of mere excrescences which 
could be removed at will without injury to the fabric, and that they could 
not be said therefore to be a “‘ bringing forward ’’ of the main building 
such as was contemplated by the statute. He accordingly dismissed the 
summons. The question for the court was whether, on the true construc- 
tion of the sections above referred to, the respondents, on the above facts, 
erected a structure or structures beyond the general line of buildings. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstong, 0.J., and Kennepy, J., Wiis, J., dis- 

senting) dismissed the appeal. In cases of a projection from a building it 

was in each case a question of fact and of degree whether the thing erected 
came within section 22 and section 200 (3), and it was a question of fact 








deposited with their clerk, and, on renewing any such licence, they may by 
order direct that, within a time fixed by the order, such alterations as they 





for the magistrate to decide. In the present case the istrate had 
decided that these advertisement cases were not structures within the Aci, 
and this court was not prepared to say that the magistrate was wrong in 
law in so holding. Appeal dismissed.—CounseL, Avory, K.C., and Daldy ; 
Maemorran, K.C., and H. C. Holden. Souscrtors, W, A. Blazland ; Maurice 


Morley. 
{Reported by E. G. St1tuwawv, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


REX v. BARNSTAPLE (JUSTICES OF). Div. Court. 11th May. 


Poor Rate—Passtve Resisrer’s Rervsat To Pay tHe Wor Rare on 
Conscientious Grounps—ADJOURNMENT oF Summons—Discretion—Dvutr 
oF JUSTICES. : 

In this case the respondents, certain justices of the borough of 

Barnstaple, had declined in March last to issue distress warrants against 

sive resisters who objected to that portion of the rate which was to be 
evoted to educational purposes in denominational schools, and some 
twenty ratepayers refused to pay. The justices assigned as a reason that 
they considered that the law on the subject might be good as it stood, or 
might not, and that since Parliament was, at the time of the applications, 
in session, it was possible that the slature might deal further with the 
matter. They accordingly adjo the summonses till August, to see if 
anything was done in the way of legislation in the meantime. A rule 
nisi calling upon the justices to shew cause why an order in the nature of 

a mandamus should not issue commanding them to grant a warrant of 

distress against the goods of one Silas Gooding in respect of unpaid poor 

rate was moved for and was obtained on the 18th of March. The total amount 
of the poor rate was £1 14s., of which Gooding had paid £1 12s. He objected 
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to pay the balance of 2s. upon the ground that as a ‘‘ passive resister ”’ 
it was against his conscience to pay it. The rule now came on for 
argument. Against the rule it was submitted that the magistrates iu 
their affidavit, while submitting themselves to the court, had in adjourning 
the summons acted bond fide and not in order to evade the execution of their 
duty. When their decision was given the defendants appeared satisfied, 
but it had sincetranspired that if the rates were not paid before July their 
names would be omitted from the list of electors and they would be dis- 
franchised. The justices adjourned the cases in the exercise of their 
discretion, and as they were not asked by the overseers to issue distress 
warrants, the adjournment was by consent. 


Lord Atversroner, C.J., said they did not desire to hear counsel for the 
respondent overseers, as the opinion of the court was that the rule should 
be made absolute. The defendents had been summoned for not paying 
the rate and ought to be dealt with according to law, and clearly the 
justices were called upon to exercise their jurisdictioa. They did not do 
so, and adjourned the cases out of an unwise consideration for these 
people in the hope that the defendants would pay, and that leniency would 
prevail and put a stop to unseemly scenes. 


Wits and Kennepy, JJ., concurred. Rule made absolute, but with- 
out costs.—CounseL, W. Beresford; J. A. Hawke. Sotscrrors, C. A. 
Tackley, for Ffinch § Chanter, Barnstaple; Church, Rendell, & Co., for R. 
Hendy, Barnstaple. — 


| Reported by Ersxine Rew, Esy., Barrister-at-Law. | 


STAR TEA CO. (Appellants) ». WHITWORTH (Respondent). Div. Court. 
16th May. 


Sate or Goops—Fatse Trave- Descrtption — Weicnt —Tea Soup In 
Wrarprer—Mercuanpise Marks Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 28). 


Case stated by the justices of Walsall, who had convicted the appellants 
under section 1 (2) of the Merchandise Marks Act, 1887, for selling to the 
respondent a certain packet of tea to which was applied a false trade 
description. The appellants were tea merchants carrying on business at 
Walsall. On the 5th of January, 1904, the respondent, an inspector of 
weights and measures for the borough of Walsall, called at the appellants’ 
shop and asked for a quarter of a pound of tea. He was told that there 
were two prices—viz., 7jd. and 8d. He said that he would take a quarter 
of a pound at 8d. The shop assistant thereupon took from a shelf a packet 
of tea already folded and tied up with string, inserted under the string a 
small ticket, and wrapping the whole in brown paper so delivered it to the 
respondent. ‘The wrapper in which the tea was contained consisted of a 
piece of lead or silver paper on which was printed ‘‘ The Star Tea Com- 
pavy’s blend,” and in small type “‘ quarter pound gross weight.” On one 
side of the ticket inserted was printed the following: ‘‘ Star Tea Company 
(Limited), quarter pound 2s. 8d. tea ticket, 22, Park-street, Walsall, 
1. 1,986,’’ and on the other side a notice to the effect that every purchaser 
of a quarter of a pound and upwards was given some useful present or 
check in exchange for a certain number of which a valuable present would 
be given by the appellants. The respondent was not shewn the silver or 
lead wrapping, nor was it handed to him to read before it was wrapped in 
the brown paper and delivered to him, nor was his attention called to the 
words printed on it. The respondent weighed the packet of tea which he 
had purchased and found that it contained less than a quarter of a pound 
of tea—to wit, 3} oz. only of tea, and that with the paper 
wrapper on which the words ‘‘The Star Tea Company’s special 
blend, quarter pound gross weight’? were printed the packet 
weighed five or six grains more than a quarter of a pound. The 
respondent before asking for the quarter of a pound of tea had seen in 
a different part of the shop a quantity of tea which was being weighed and 
placed in wrappers apparently similar to the wrapper given to him, and it 
was admitted that he knew what was written on the tea wrappers of the 
appellants, but his attention had not been called by the appellents to those 
words. Asa fact the respondent did not see the words printed on the 
packet actually delivered to him until the purchase had been completed 
and he had taken it from the brown paper in which it was supplied. The 
res ndent knew that the gross weight included the weight of the silver or 
lead paper in which the tea was wrapped, and that it was the custom of 
the majority in the trade to weigh the paper with the tea. It was admitted 
by the appellants that they had distributed handbills and advertised 
by labels in their shop windows the fact that presents were given away by 
them “‘ with quarter pound of tea.’’ It was contended on behalf of the 
respondent that the ticket which the appellants’ manager placed under the 
string tied round the packet of tea (and also the handbills and labels) con- 
stituted a false trade description within the meaning of the Merchandice 
Marks Acts, 1887. On behalf of the appellants it was contended that the 
ticket and the labels were not a trade description within the meaning of 
the Act, nor were they applied to the packet of tea within the meaning of 
the Act, nor were they false, and that if they were trade descriptions they 
were to be taken and read with the words “‘ quarter pound gross weight” 
printed on the packet of tea, and that being so, there was no false trade 
description within the meaning of the Act. The magistrates held that 
the ticket did constitute a false trade description within the meaning of the 
Act, and convicted the appellants. Langley v. Bombay Tea Co. (49 W.R. 
27; 1900, 2 K. B. 460) was cited. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstoyr, C.J., and Witts and Kennepy, JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal on the ground that they could not say that the justices 





in deciding as they had done had gone wrong ina mattter of law Appeal 

2 2 . Appeal | 
dismissed.—Covnsr, Avory, K.C., Bonsey, and H. M. Finch ; Disturna'. 
— Neve, Beck, § Kirby; Ward, Bowie, & Co., for J. R. Cooper, 


[Reported by E. G. Srizrwex., Barrister-at-Law.] | 
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RAINBOW v. HOWKINS & SON. Div. Court. 22nd April; 9th May, 


AvcriongER—Posiic AucTion—Sate or Cratren or VALUE Excerpiyg 
£10—No Sienep ‘“‘ Nore on Memoranptm”’ or Conrract—Action rox 
Rervusat To Detiver—Liapiiry or AUCTIONFEK—SaLE or Goops Ace, 
1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 71), s. 4. 


Appeal by the p'aintiff from his Honour Judge Ingham sitting at the 
county court of Rugby, in the county of Warwick. The plaintitf in his 
action claimed from the defendants, a firm of auctioneers, the delivery 
of a pony sold to the plaintiff by the defendants at Rugby Castle Market 
on the 21st of September, 1903, which the plaintitf alleged was wrongful) 
detained by the defendants. Alternatively the plaintiff claimed £26 §g, 
and damages for its detention; and in the further alternative he claimed 
£20 damages for breach of warranty of authority by the defendants to sel] 
the pony ‘‘ without reserve.”? At the trial the plaintiff gave evidence that 
he attended the auction held by the defendants, where the pony, the 
subject-matter of his action, was not catalogued, but was advertised in an 
advertisement issued by the defendants. The auctioneer orally advertised 
to the public assembled at the auction that he was offering the pony 
without reserve, and that it would be sold without reserve to the highest 
bidder. The plaintiff bid fifteen guineas, and being the highest bond fide 
bidder the auctioneer knocked the pony down.to the plaintiff. After 
the lapse of a few minutes the auctioneer put up the pony again 
and himself bid it up to seventeen guineas. ‘The plaintiff denied that 
bis attention was called to any conditions of sale by the auctioneer, 
and no evidence was called by the defendants to shew that such 
conditions were exhibited. The plaintiff tendered to the defendants 
the purchase price of the pony, which tender was refused. Before 
bringing his action the plaintiff made a demand on the defendants for 
delivery up of the pony, but they refused to deliver it. The defendants 
set up the statutory defence under section 4 of the Sale of Goods Act, 
1893, that the pony being of a value greater than £10, and there being no 
note or memorandum in writing of the contract of sale, the plaintiff had 
no right of action. The county court judge gave judgment for the 
d-fendants. From this decision the plaintiff now appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Witis and Kennepy, JJ.) 
reserved judgment. 

May 9 —Kennepy, J., read the judgment of the court, dismissing the 
appeal. The court was of opinion that as the chattel in respect of which 
the plaintiff brought his act‘on was of a value exceeding £10, aud as the 
defendants relied upon the statutory defence under section 4 ot the Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893, and it had not been suggested that there was any signed 
‘‘ note or memorandum ”’ within the meaning of that section, the case of 
the plaintiff, so far as it consisted of a claim for the refusal to deliver the 
chattel in accordance with the alleged contract of sale failed, not because 
an auctioneer whose principal is disclosed cannot be sued for the refusal 
to deliver the chattel sold, but because the purchaser, by reason of the 
Sale of Goods Act, could not maintain an action in respect of the contract. 
The plaintiff’s claim for damages for the alleged breach of warranty of 
authority to sell also in their, the learned judges’ opinion, failed. fhe 
action failed on account of the absence of a signed contract. Appeal 
dismissed.—CounseL, Gordon; J. S. Pritchett. Soxtcrrors, Sir Thomas 
Wright § Sons ; Gibson § Weldon, for H. G. Parr, Rugby. 

[Reported by E. G. Srizuwet, Esq., Barrister-at-Law 


HOGMAIER v. OVERSEERS OF WILLESDEN. Div. Court. rd May. 


Practice—Perry Sessrons—Power to State Case—20 & 21 Vict. c. 43, 
s. 2—42 & 43 Vict. c. 49, s. 33 


This was a case stated as to the right of a veterinary surgeon to be 
exempted from serving on a jury, but the only point discussed was 
whether justices of the peace sitting in petty sessions for the purpose of 
reviewing and allowing the lists of jurors liable to serve on juries have 
the power to state acase. The justices for the Willesden Division of 
Middlesex gave the following reasons which in their opinion rendered it 
doubtful whether there was power to state a special case. (a) There was 
no hearing of an information or complaint as required by 20 & 21 Vict. ¢. 
43, s. 2; (6) they were not a ‘‘ court of summary jurisdiction ’’ as provided 
by 42 & 43 Vict. c. 49, s. 33. The Interpretation Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. 
c. 63), s. 13 (11), enacts as follows: ‘‘ The expression ‘court of summary 
jurisdiction’ shall mean any justice or justices of the peace or other 
magistrate by whatever name called to whom jurisdiction is given by 
or who is authorized to act under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, 
whether in England, Wales, or Ireland, and whether acting under 
the Summary Jurisdiction Acts or any of them, or under any other Acts, 
or by virtue of his commission, or under the common law. The justices 
conceived that the definition must be governed by the words, ‘‘ to whom 
jurisdiction is given by or who is authorized to act under the Summary 
Jurisdiction Acts,’’ otherwise the words at the end of the section would 
mean justices acting in any capacity whatever. The jurisdiction of the 
justices was not given to them under the Summagy Jurisdiction Act, but 
under special Acts relating to jurors. It was contended on behalf of the 
appellant that there was power to state a case. The petty sessions were in 

ect exercising similar powers to those of a court of summary jurisdiction. 
No counsel appeared on behalf of the respondents. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Atverstone, C.J.,and Witts and Kennepy, JJ.) dis- 
miesed the appeal on the.ground that the petty sessions were not a court of 
summary jurisdiction. The words court of petty sessions were perfectly 
well known to the framers of the Act of 1879, and if it had been intended 
that all courts of petty sessions should have the powers of a court of 
summary jurisdiction such intention would have been clearly expressed in 
e Act.—Counset, M. W. Smith. Soxicrror, G. Thatcher. 


[Reported by Atay Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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ALCOTT v, EMDEN. Div. Court. 2nd May. 


Corrupt Practices—Mvnicipat Execrion—Pvsuisaine Bru. Wirnovur 
Name or PristeR—Mvnicrpa Exxction (Corrupt anp Iniecat Prac- 
mces) Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 70), 8. 14 
This was an appeal by the defendant Alcott from a fine of £20 imposed 

by the magistrate of the Bow-street police-court for having printed and 

published a certain bill-placard having reference to an election in contra- 
yention of the 14th section of the Corrupt Practices Act, 1884. The 
following tacts were proved before the magistrate: The defendant caused 
to be printed, and on the 20th of August, 1903, published by despatching 
six copies of a certain circular attacking the respondent Emden, in sealed 
envelopes, to the respondent, the town clerk of Westminster, and to four 
councillors of the city council. The word ‘private,’ was written 
on the back, and the defendant’s initials, E. A., were printed on the 
packs of three of the envelopes. The magistrate also tound that the 
respondent's name had been informally mentioned as a candidate fur 
the office of mayor of the city of Westminster, and that it was common 
knowledge that he intended to be a candidate. The election as mayor 
was to take place on the 9th of November, and no formal nomination 
would take place before that date. The magistrate found that the circular 
was a bill, though not a placard or poster, within the meaning of section 

14 of the Currupt Practices Act, and that it had reterence to a pending 

election. He therefore convicted the appellant. Section 14 of the Corrupt 

Practices Act, 1884, is as follows: ‘‘ Every bill, placard, or poster having 

reference to a municipal election shall bear upon the face thereof the name 

and address of the publisher thereof. .’ The appellant (who 
appeared in person) contended it was not a bill, placard, or poster within 

the meaning of the section. On behalf of the respondent Bettesworth v. 

Allingham (16 Q. B. D. 26) was referred to. 

Tur Covrr (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Witts and Kennepy, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstong, C.J.—The real mischief in these cases is circulating 
these documents without its been known who their author is. Here there 
is no doubt this document was printed with a view to a pending election. 
It is headed ‘‘ Mr. Walter Emden—Shall he be our new Mayor,”’ and it 
contains statements intended to discredit the respondent. Further, | 
think that, though it is not a placard or poster, it is a bill, and the 
conviction must therefore be affirmed.—CovunseL, @. Eiliott. Soxicirors, 
Davies §& Verden. 

{Reported by ALan Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


GUARDIANS OF BIRMINGHAM v. GUARDIANS OF TEWKESBURY. 
Div. Court. 5th and 6th May. 


Pook Law—SerriLement—Irremovaniuity—Divipep Panrisnes Act (39 & 
40 Vict. c.61), 8. 34. 


This was a case stated by quarter sessions raising an important point 
cu the law of settlement. The following are the facts of the case: A 
pauper named Alice Alinquest is the wife of a foreigner with no settle- 
ment of his own. They were married on the 6th of July, 1890, and there 
are two children both under sixteen. Alice Alinquest and her husband 
came to reside in Birmingham in January, 1901, and remained there till 
the 20th of June, 1901, when the husband went to America. He wrote 
several times, but he said he was not able to get work, and it was found as 
aitact that he had not deserted his wife and children. The pauper Alice 
continued to reside in Birmingham till the 27th of March, 1903, when she 
removed to the Birmingham Workhouse. She remained there till the 
19h of September, 1903, when she went out with her children and has 
not siuce returned. She was born in 1869 the lawful daughter of Robert 
Warner and Robert Warner had, at the time she attained sixteen, 
obtained a settlement by residence in the parish of Breden, in the Tewkes- 
bury Union. ‘The Birmingham Union obtained an order for the removal 
of Alice Alinquest and her children to the Tewkesbury Union, but the 
quarter sessions. quashed the order, the recorder being of opinion that 
she Was irremovabie by reason of her continuous residence in Birmingham 
for more than one year up to the date of removal. It was contended for 
the appellants that the period during which the pauper Alice Alinquest 
had resided with her husband could not be joined to the period during 
which she was residing alone so as“to make her irremovable, and that as 
the husband had no settlement the wife became removable to her maiden 
settlement. As regards the children they also took the settlement of their 
mother. Counsel cited Guardians of Croydon v. Guardians of Reigate, R. 
Guardians of Bridgnor:h (14 App. Cas. 465). On behalf of the respondent 
it was contended that as the husband never intended to desert his wife his 
temporary absence did not constitute a break in the period of residence. 
The case was governed by R. v. St. George’s-in-the- East (L. R. 5 Q. B. 364; 
14 W. R. Dig. 21). 

Tur Covrr (Lord Atvexstons, C.J., and Wits and Kennepy, JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal onthe ground that as it was found the husband had no 
intention of deserting his wife, his temporary departure did not prevent 
her becoming irremovable. ‘The case was governed by the reasoning in R. v. 
St. George’s-wn-the- East, and it was not correct to say that that case had 
been overruled.—Counse., Macmorran, K.C., and Pritchett; R. C. Gln. 
Souicrrors, Redfern & Hunt; Surr, Gribble, §& Oliver, for Brookes § Badham, 
Tewkesbury. 

[Reported by Auan Hoaa, Esq., Barrigter-at-Law.] 


R. v, JUSTICES OF KENT. Div. Court. 12th May. 


Loca, Government—Drversion or Highway—Pvusiication or Norices— 
Hiouway Act, 1835 (5 & 6 Wu. 4, c. 50), 8. 85 

This was a hearing of a rule nisi fcr a certioraré to bring up and quash a 

certificate of two justices for the diversion of a highway in the urban parish 





of Tonbridge. The following facts appeared from the affidavits: By 
notice dated the 25th of July, 1903, the owners of certain land in 
Tonbridge being desirous that a footpath leading from Douglas-road into 
Brook-street should be in part diverted, made application to the Tonbridge 
Urban District Council, which resolved on the Ist of July that the 
owners’ pro be agreed to, and that pursuant to section 84 of the 
Highways Act, 1835, the council’s surveyor should make application to 
two justices to view. On the 3rd of July two justices summoned by 
the surveycr had a view and declined to make any order. Without 
any fresh resolution of the council the surveyor, on the 9th of 
November, summoned two other justices, who, having had a view on 
the 9th of November, approved of the diversion, and on the same day 
directed the urban district council and their surveyor to affix a notice 
to the effect of the schedule (No. 17) of the Highway Act, 1835, at each 
end of the highway from whence it was proposed to be diverted, and also 
at each end of the proposed new highway, and to insert the same notice in 
a newspaper for four successive weeks from the 11th of November, and to 
affix a iike notice on the church doors on four successive Sundays next 
after the same date. The notice, which was duted the 11th of November, 
was for the first time affixed at each end of the highway on the 14th of 
November. The notice was inserted in the Tonbricge Free tress of the 
14th, 21st, and 28th of November, and the 5th of December, and was affixed 
te the church doors on Sundays, the 15th, 22nd, and 29th of November, 

and the 6th of December. It was to the effect that application would be 

made on the 7th of December to quarter sessions for an order for 
diversion. On the 7th of December, twenty-three days after the notice 
was first published, the two justices who had viewed on the llth 

of November, gave a certificate that proof had been given to them 

of the publication of the notices required by the statute, and that the 

proposed highway was more commodious for the reason that the old 

highway was a mere foot-track that was very wet and muddy in winter 

and that the new highway would have a uniform width of 6ft., as well as 

a solid bottom and 3in. top course of tar-paving. On the 7th of January 

an appeal to quarter sessions against this order was dismissed as being out 
of time, and an order for diversion wasmade. It was contended in support 

of the rule that it was not competent to have a second view on one resolu- 

tion after two justices had declined to make a certificate under section 85. 

The notices were also bad, as they had not been affixed for four weeks at 

each end of the highway as required by section 85. Furthermore, the 

owners’ written consent did not appear on the face of the certificate. On 

behalf of the Tonbridge Urban District Council, it was contended that the 

formalities required by the Act had been complied with. 


Tue Covrr (Lord Atversrong, C.J., and Wiis and Kennepy, JJ.) 
made the rule absolute on the ground that on the proper construction of 
section 85 the notices must be affixed twenty-eight days before the giving 
of the certificate, and neither from the actual period of publication nor as 
appeared from the notice itself, could it have been up for twenty-eight 
days.—CovunszL, Dickens, K.C., and Glen; Danckwerts, K.C., and Hohler. 
Soxicitrors, Neave § Bretherton, for Neve § Welliams, Tunbridge ; Collyer, 
Bristow, & Co., for Stone, Simpson, § Mason, Tunbridge Wells. 

[Reported by Aan Hose, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE MANCHESTER CARRIAGE AND TRAMWAY CO. (LIM.) AND 
THE SWINTON AND PENDLEBURY URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
Channell, J. 13th May. 

TraMway—UNDERTAKING—Pvurcnase BY Loca AvrHorrry—Awarp— 


‘*Wirnrn Suca Disrricr’’—‘Svurrante anp Usep Wirn’’—Depor 
Srrvarep Wirnovt tHe District—Tramways Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vier, 
c. 78), 8. 43. 


Special case stated on the 28th of May, 1903, by the late Sir F. Bramwell 
raising the question on the point of law whether the District Council of 
Swinton and Pendlebury were to purchase any of the companys depéts 
outside the district of the council. The case stated that there were 
two depéts, both outside the council's district, but only at one were 
the cars and horses of the line kept—namely, at the Church- 
street depdt. The arbitrator found as a fact that the Church-street 
depot ‘‘ was suitable to and used with’’ the undertaking, but that 
the other depot was not. Section 43 of the Tramways Act, 1870, enacts 
that ‘‘ Where the promoters of a tramway in a district are not the 
local authority, the local authority may (within certain specified time) 
by notice in writing require the promoters to sell, and thereupon such pro- 
moters shall sell to them their undertaking or so much of the same as is 
within such district upon the terms of paying the then value of the tram- 
way and all lands, buildings, works, materials, and plant of the promoters 
suitable to and used by them for the purposes of their undertaking within 
such district.” The question of. Jaw was whether the words ‘ within 
such district’ q the word undertaking so that a depot situated 
outside the council’s district, but suitable to and used for the purpose of 
such part of the undertaking as was within such district, was to be taken 
and paid for by the council. On behalf of the council it was contended 
that the limiting words qualified the words ‘‘)ands, buildings, works, 
materials, and plant,’’ and, therefore, that the depot situated some mile or 
more without their district did not pass. The access to the depdt was 
obtainable solely by a line over which they had no powers of running. 
They had not to buy anything geographically outside, and they had to 
buy inside their district only that which was suitable. The arbitrator had 
found that the depdt was ‘‘suitable to and used with,’’ but not in the 
words of the Act, that it was ‘‘ suitable to and used by them for the purposes 
of their undertaking.’’ Therefore the question of suitability was not res 


judicata. He cited North Metropolitan Tramways Co. v. London County Council 


(72 L. T. 586). For the claimants it was submitted that the local authority 
having exercised their statutory right to acquire the undertaking of the 
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appellant company they must take the tramway with its equipment and 
buildings of all kinds. The use of the electric traction was not contem- 
plated at the time that the award was made, and although the building in 
question might in that case not come within the words, it did at the time 
come within them as a building “suitable to and used with’’ the under- 
taking. Therefore the respondents were under a statutory obligation to 
purchase it. 

CuannzLL, J., in giving judgment, said he was bound by the findings of 
the special case, and he did not think that the word ‘‘ with ’’ used by the 
arbitrator instead of the words in the section ‘‘for the purposes of the 
undertaking ’”’ ought to lead him to infer that the difference was inten- 
tional. Assuming that the depdt at the time that the award was made 
was “suitable to and used by them for the purposes of their undertaking,’’ 
he thought the council were bound to purchase it. In his opinion the 
words in the section ‘‘ within the district’ applied to the undertaking asa 
whole, and not merely to ‘‘lands, buildings, works, materials, and plant.’’ 
But it could not be suid that because something used in the undertaking 
happened to be outside the district the council were not bound to acquire 
it. For instance, some things, such as horses, were moveable, and were 
sometimes within and sometimes without the district, and to draw such a 
distinction would lead to endless difficulties. There was some evidence 
that supported the arbitrator's finding that this depdt was ‘‘ suitable” 
even though not in its entirety. Had Sir F. Bramwell been still alive he 
wculd have been inclined to have remitted the case, but, under the cir- 
cumstances, though with some reluctance, he felt that the finding in the 
special case should be upheld. He understood that the parties desired to 
carry the matter further, and therefore leave to appeal would be granted.— 
CounseL, Fletcher Moulton, K.C., Eldridge, and E. T. Sanders; Balfour 
Browne, K.C., and Rhodes. Souicrrors, Ayrton, Briscoe, & Barclay, for 
Brett, Hamilton, § Turbolton, Manchester ; Trass § Taylor, for L. C. Evans, 
Town Clerk, Swinton. 


[Reported by Erskine Rein, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


May 17.—Grorce Ernest Toompson Epatst, 

May 17.—Davip Jones. 

May 17.—Wituram ALexanper THomson. 

May 18.—Freperic Epwarp Groom, Wymondham, Norfolk, and subse- 
quently Hill-road, Cambridge. 

May 18.—Jonn Witr1am Rosr, 61, Chancery-lane, London. 








Law Societies. 
United Law Clerks’ Society. 


The seventy-second anniversary dinner of this society was held at the 
Hotel Cecil on the 13th instant. The Attorney-General presided. 

After the usual loyal toasts, 

Tne Cuarrman proposed ‘‘ Prosperity to the United Law Clerks’ 
Society.’”” He said that the society has its origin about the time of the 
first Reform Bill. Many things had happened since then in the world of 
politics and law ; the face of society has been vastly changed; but there 
had been few pieces of work better done since the day of the Reform Bill 
than the work of the United Law Clerks’ Society. No work could be 
nobler than that of endeavouring to lend a helping hand to those who had 
fallen from one cause or another in the race of life. That was the 
work of the society. Its objects were two-fold. In the first place, its 
members helped one another, and he thought that of all forms of help 
there was none better than that. Secondly, the society had a benevolent 
fund for the benefit of those who were unable to become members, but 
who were recognized by the members as having some claim upon their 


$$$ 


Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


WitiiaMm Arravr Warpvey and Caarces Steventon Barton, solicitors 
(Palmer, Wardley, & Barton) Tonbridge and Tunbridge Wells. Dee, 31, 
(Gazette, May 13, 





General. 
Mr. Mead, the metropolitan police magistrate, has so far recovered from 
his illness as to be able to leave home for the seaside. 


The Prince of Wales, the Treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn, presided op 
Tuesday at a smoking concert of the Inns of Court Rifle Volunteers, at 
Lincoln‘s-inn-hall. There was a large attendance. 


In the list of successful candidates at the Final Examination of the Law 
Society, which we printed last week, the name of Mr. Albert Edward 
Hamlin was erroneously given as Mr. Albert Edwin Hamlin. 


It is announced that the hearing by a Divisional Court of appeals from 
county courts, and the hearing of bankruptcy motions, which was post- 
poned from the 9th inst. until the 16th inst., has been further postponed, 


The Lord Chief Justice and Bruce, J., have fixed the following 
commission days for the Summer Assizes on the Midland Circuit :— 
Aylesbury, Monday, June 13; Bedford, Thursday, June 16; North- 
ampton, Monday, June 20; Leicester, Saturday June 25; Oakham, 
Friday, July 1; Lincoln, Saturday, July 2; Derby, Saturday, July 9; 
Nottingham, Saturday, July 16; Warwick, Friday, July 22; Birming- 
ham, Wednesday, July 27. 

Mr. Justice Lawrance and Mr. Justice Bucknill have fixed the follow- 
ing commission days for the summer assizes on the Oxford Circuit: 
Oxford, Monday, June 13; Reading, Saturday, June 18; Worcester, 
Wednesday, June 22; Gloucester, Tuesday, June 28; Monmouth, 
Tuesday, July 5; Hereford, Saturday, July 9; Shrewsbury, Thurs 
day, July 14; Stafford, Wednesday, July 20; Birmingham, Wed- 
nesday, July 27. Mr. Justice Buckni!l will not join the circuit until 
Stafford is reached, and at the conclusion of business there Mr. Justice 
Lawrance will return to London, while Mr. Justice Bucknill will proceed 
to Birmingham, where he will join the Lord Chief Justice. 

If Diogenes had lived in our day, says the American Law Review, he 
would not have had to search the earth over with his lantern in quest of an 
honest man. Two of them have lately turned up. The one is Congress- 
man Shafroth, of Colorado, who resigns his seat in Congress on the ground 
that he was elected by fraudulent practices, for which, however, he was 
not responsible. Female suffrage prevails in Colorado, and the fraudulent 
practices were concocted and put through by the female voters and election 
steerers. The other is the Hon. Sterling B. Toney, of Louisville, Kentucky, 
who was elected judge of the Court of Appeals of that state at the last 
election by a majority of forty-seven, but who, becoming convinced that 
| fraud mingled in his success, of which he is, however, innocent, scorned 
| to take a judicial office secured by that means, and declined to qualify. 
He is now practising law in Denver. 

The annual dinner of the past and present members of the General 
Council of the Bar took place last week at the Grand Hotel, Northumber- 
land-avenue. The chairman of the council, Mr. Warmington, K.C., 
presided, and the Lord Chief Justice (Lord Alverstone) was the guest of 
the evening. Among those present were Lord Justice Cozens-Hardy, Mr. 
Justice Channell, Mr. Justice Walton, Sir Edward Clarke, K.C., Mr. 
Cripps, K.C., M.P., Mr. English Harrison, K.C., Mr. Pickford, K.C., Mr. 
Alderson Foote, K.C., Mr. Blake Odgers, K.C., Mr. Rawlinson, K.C., Mr. 
Vesey FitzGerald, K.C., Mr. Stanger, K.C., Mr. Taylor, K.C., Mr. Scott 
Fox, K.C., Mr. Hughes, K.C., Mr. Gill, K.C., Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., 
Mr. Norton, K.C., Mr. Manisty, K.C., Mr. Carver, K.C., Mr. Radcliffe, 
K.C., Mr. Acland, K.C., Mr. Clavell Salter, K.C., Mr. Leigh Clare, M.P., 
Mr. B. Houghton, the Hon. J. W. Mansfield, and Mr. H. OC. A. Bingley 








help. No society could be more deserving. It was not until lately that 
the institution was brought under his notice, end he had hardly recognized | 
what every member of the profession owed to such an organization, He 
hoped to du better in the future, andto be not an occasional but an | 
annual subscriber to the funds of the society. 

Mr. Henry Spray, the hon. treasurer, acknowledged the toast. 

Mr. O. Leicu Crarr, M.P., gave the toast of ‘‘ The Legal Profession,” 
to which Mr Justice Warton, Mr. E. Pace, K.C., and Mr. Hawkestry 
replied. 

It was announced that subscriptions and donations had been received 
amounting to £438. 








Mr. Samuel Smith, who recently occupied the office of town clerk of 
Chester, was presented by his fellow-citizens, on Friday in lest week, 
with a silver-gilt casket and an illuminated address in recognition of nearly 
half a century of work on behalf of the city. The mayor made the 
presentation, also handing to Mr. Smith a gold snuff-box, the gift of his 
fellow-officials, and the mayor announced that there was also a Jarge 
cheque to be presented to Mr. Smith for distribution among the city 
charities he had selected. Alderman Brown, in requesting the mayor to 
make the presentation on behalf of the subscribers, mentioned that he and 
Mr. Smith had been articled clerks at the same time and were admitted 
solicitors within a very short time of each other, and that Mr. Smith 
became deputy town clerk in 1864 and from that time up to a few months 
ago had practically performed the duties of town clerk. 





(secretary). 


The solemn step of summoning a council of judges is, says a writer in 
the Daily Telegraph, not often taken. Section 75 ot the Judicature Act of 
1873 requires that such a council ‘shall assemble once at least in every 
year, on such a day or days as shall be fixed by the Lord Chancellor, with 
the concurrence of the Lord Chief Justice of England.’’ The same section 
enables the council to consider ‘‘the operation of this Act, and the rules 
of court for the time being in force,”’ and ‘‘ the working of the several 
offices and the arrangements relative to the duties of the officers of the 
courts,’’ and to inquire into ‘‘ any defects which may appear to exist m 
the system of procedure.” It further requires that the council “shall 
report annually to one of her Majesty’s principal Secretaries of State what 
(if any) amendments or alterations it would in thei# judgment be expedient 
to make in its Act, or otherwise relating to the administration of justice, 
and what other provisions (if any) which cannot be carried into effect 
without the authority of Parliament it would be expedient to make for the 
better administration of justice.’”’ A thrifty use has hitherto been made 
these provisions. 

The Attorney-General,.says the Parliamentary correspondent of the 
Times, received on Thursday in last week a deputation from the Central 
Association of Bankers with reference to certain Bills in which they are 
especially interested. Sir F. Dixon-Hartland, the chairman of the 
Parliamentary Committee, of Bankers, introduced the deputation. In 
view of the decision in the’case of Gordon v. The London City and Midland 
Bank that a banker in adopting the usual course of crediting a customer's 
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jecount with the amount of a cheque before it is paid becomes a holder for 
yalue aud thereby loses the protection afforded by the Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882, it was urged that the Government should take steps to ensure 
the passing of the Bill amending that statute (introduced by the Lord 
Chancellor) with as little delay as possible. The deputation pointed 
out the desirability of inserting in the False Statements (Companies) Bill 
prought in by the Attorney-General some words making statements 
criminal only where the liabilities are under-estimated or the assets are 
over-valued ; and of reinserting in the Lord Chancellor’s Prevention of 
Corruption Bill the provision struck out by the Standing Committee last 
Session that no prosecution could be instituted without the fiat of the 
Attorney-General. Sir Robert Finlay’s reply was sympathetic on all 

ts, and he stated that the desire of the Government was to bring 
swindlers to book, not to punish the just. 


At the “‘ Ladies’ Night’ of the Hardwicke Society, on the 12th inst., Mr. 
Atherley-Jones moved that ‘‘The admission of women to the bar is a 
gubject proper for the deliberation of Parliament ’’ In opposing the 
motion, Mr. Plowden, the police magistrate, says the Daily Mai/, described 
itas “‘ mad and mischievous, and conceived in the worst interests of those 
delightful creatures whom it was proposed to benefit. They would know 
that they were expected to win over juries to the side of their client, and 
each would, of course, wish to dress so as to make herself as attractive and 
delightful as she possibly could. What possible inducement could there 
be to a comely young lady to go to the bar when she must feel certain of 
being “‘ snapped up ”’ at the end of a week? Those who were left would 
be, he supposed, old maids—old ‘‘ barmaids ’’ they would be called, doubt - 
less; and if married women were to be called to the bar, fancy the 

ibility of a husband having to call his wife ‘‘ My learned friend.’’ 
And what would be his fate if he didn’t? Think, too, of a man finding 
himself in a case with his mother-in-law as opposing counsel. The 
function of woman was to captivate, and not to compete with man. Miss 
Pankhurst, in referring to Mr. Plowden’s comments, begged for serious 
treatment of the subject ; most of the jokes which she had heard were in 
very doudtful taste. Mr. Plowden didn’t know how much women knew ; 
and it was no satisfaction to some of them to be kept free from harm if 
other women were not. ‘‘ It would be fairer,’ said the speaker in con- 
clusion, ‘‘ if the male opponents of this motion would say openly that they 
find it rather hard already to get a living, and don’t want any more 
competitors.’’ 

At the Worship-street police-court this week, a judgment by Mr. Cluer, 
uider the Married Women’s (Summary Jurisdiction) Act, 1895, was, says 
the Times, the subject of an application by Mr. Crocker, solicitor, who had 
appeared for the wife, and Mr. Lewis Margetts, representing the husband. 
The wife had summoned the husband for maintenance, and had, it 
appeared, after only four months of married life, been compelled, as she 
alleged, to leave the home because her husband would not provide her 
with food or money to get food. She had, when they were married after 
oily two months’ courtship, possessed £75, and that money he had 
obtained during the four months they lived together. Having left him, 
she took proceedings for maintenance, but these failed, the magistrate 
holding that there was no proof of means. She took a second summons a 
month later, proving that after the failure of the first proceedings she had 
gone into the workhouse, and then, leaving, had applied to her husband 
to be taken back, expressing her readiness to live with him. He, however, 
refused to receive her, and the defence set up was that she had left him 
intending to live separately and apart from him. She admitted in cross- 
examination that that was her motive. Mr. Cluer said that he thought 
the case of Fitzgerald v. Fitzgerald (17 W. R. 264, 1 P. & D. 694) governed 
the facts before him. Therein it was decided that the refusal of either 
husband or wife at the request of the other to resume conjugal relations 
did not constitute the offence of desertion. He reluctantly came to the con- 
clusion that the wife could not enforce her claim. At the same time he 
expressed his readiness to state a case on the point of law as to whether 
Fitegerald v. Fitzgerald still held good, as it was an old case, and many 
changes had taken place since. The wife had, moreover, a right of appeal 
from him under the Act to the Probate Court, and there the whole facts 
of the case would be reheard. She could, of course, have gone to the 
Divorce Court for restitution of conjugal rights, and, after an order had 
been made, the husband, being recalcitrant, would, at the end of twelve 
months, be held to have committed desertion. The expense of such a 
course barred people like those before him in this case, and the Married 
Women’s Act of 1895 was intended as a substitute; but, if Fitsgerald v. 
Fitegerald was still law, the Act was in one way a dead letter, and the wife 
was cast upon the world. 








The Governor and Company of the Bank of England are authorized by 
the Directors of the East Indian Railway Co to receive applications for 
41,500,000 £3 per cent. New Debenture Stock at the price of £91 per cent. 
for each £100 of Stock. Principal and interest guaranteed by the 
Secretary of State for India in Council. Applications must be for 
multiples of £100. The list will be closed on or before Thursday, the 
26th day of May, 1904. 








The Property Mart. 


Sale of the Ensuing Week. 


May 26.—Mesers. Stimson & Sons (in conjunction with Messrs. W. Axprews & Son), at 
the Mart, at 2, by Order of the ‘Trustees of the late G. L. Turney, Esq., J.P., excellent 
Freehold Ground-rents, amounting to £368 17s, per i 
Marsden & Sons, London, (See advertisement, May 14, p. v.) 





Result of Sales. 


Messrs, H. E. Foster & Cranrieup sold by auction at the Mart, E.C.,on Wednesday 
Freehold and Dweilling-house, No. 42, sy pam Blackfriars, The 


last, the 
property produces £65 per annum, and the price was £! 


REVERSIONS. 


The Same Firm held their usual —— Sale (No. 763) of these Interests at the 
Mart, on Thursday, when the following were sold :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS : £ 
To £5,230 ; life 50 eee ~— wile ios ow = ode .. Bold 2,100 
To One-third of £31,081 ; life 64 eos ho eee oo «» fee 
One-third of Freeholds and Copyholds in Essex, producing 
£76 16s. per annum ; life 64... ie ae ~ » 125 
To One-twentieth of £17,175; life38 ... 205 


woe oe one eee ” 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, May 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwrep in CHANCERY. 

Ayprews, Davies, & Dupont, Lim1rep—Creditors are required, on or before June 21, to 
send their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to Joseph 
Davies and Antoine Paul ,upont, Pantmawr Colliery, Pantmawr, Ystradgyniais, 
Glamorgan. Row , Swansea, solor for liquida‘ ors 

Borovues poor .o, Limirep—Creditors are —= or before June 8, to send their 
names and addresses, ana the particulars of debts and claims, to Lewis IL. Dey, 2, 
Barum Top, Halifax, solor for liquidator 

Brown’s Ammonia Co, Liuwitep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 24, to send their names and addresses, and the i jars of their debts or cleims, 
to ‘Lhomas William Handley, Bank of England Tib In, Manchester. Hockin & 
Co, Manchester, solors for hquidator ; 

Eastsourne Vo.icntary Scuvois Burtpixe Co, Lumtrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 25, to in their names and addzesses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to William Ward, Grove rd chmbrs, Eastbourne 

Ex.rms, Lim1trzep—Creditors are required, on or before June 14, to send their names and 
addresses, and the i of their debts or claims, to Ernegt Booth Edwards, 67, 
Mosley st, Manchester. Fox, Manchester, solor for liquidator 

Feperatep Mixes or Ruopesia, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before June 20, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Frederick 8. Salaman, 1, Oxford ct, next 109, Cannon st. Ingle & Co, Broad st House, 
solors for liquidator 

Gnuavity STexsPLecnase, Liartep—Creditors are required, on or before June 18, to send 
their names and a , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Butt, 
a, St. Mary’sfmansions, Paddington. Beyfus & Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for 

quidator 

Joun Jenxins & Sons, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 10, directed to be 
heard June 7. Ward & Co, 85, Gracechurch st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 6 

Kurrxup (NamMaquaLanD) Coppzr Synpicats, Limitep—Creditors are uired, on or 
before June 14, to send their names and addresses, and the paiticulars of their debts or 

ims, to Frederick William Wicks, 317-319, Winchester House, Olid Broad st 

Kootexay Miyixe Co, Limrep (1x Liquipation)— Creditors are required, on or before 
June 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Frank Anthony Labouchere and Sylvester Douglas Stirling, Salisbury House, London 


Oranaia Diamonp Synpicats, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 14, to 
send their names and addresses, particulars of their debts or claims, tu Charles 
Frederick Burton, Norfolk House, Laurence Pountney hill 

Rosstanp Great WesTERN Mixes, Liawtep (in LiquipatTion)—Creditors are required, 
on or before June 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Frank Anthony Labouchere and Sylvester Douglas Stirling, Salis- 
bury House, London wall 

Sournsea Crus, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 24, to send their 

addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sidney Pears, 14, 
George st, Mansion House. Coward, Mincing In, solor for liquidator 

W. Bryerr & Co, Lunrep—Creditors are required 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert Henry 
Rushton, 19, Basinghall st. Conder, Ola Jewry chmbrs, solor for liquidator 


London Gasette.—Turspay, May 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CaaNncEry. 


Apters ConsoLipaTep Miyine anp Lanxp Corporation, Limirep—Petn for winding up, 
presented May 6, directed to be heard June 7. Church & Co, Bedford row, solors jor 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of June 6 

ArmeaBaH Concessioy, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 29, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Bcyle, 
ewer House, Blomfield st. Francis & Johnson, Great Winchester st, solors for 

iquidator 

Barrish Emprre Type-Setting Macuiys Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 18, to send their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, 
dhe ae Tyrrell Boyes, 3, Coleman st. Edwards & Cohen, Coleman st, solors tor 

iq or 

Bussiz Asrz Concessions, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before June 29, to send 
their names and addre-ses e i of their debts or claims, to Charles Boyle, 
pay House, Blomfield st. Francis & Johnson, Great Winchester st, solors fur 

quidator 

Coorrr, Witson, & Coorgr, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Juve 24, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Adam Murray 
Fier wen 20, Grenfell rd, Maidenhead. Radford & , Chancery In, solors for 

iquida: 

Fisetwixe Dre Pagss, Lunrep (1x Liguimation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to James Eastwocd Meadowcroft, 6, Moorgate st : 

Hepsurn Deep Leaps, Linrtep—Creditors are required, on or before June 25, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Richard 

Phillipe, 70 and 71, Bishopsgate st. Greenip & Co, George st, Mansion House, solors for 


Kavu Syxpicate, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before June 29, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars ot their debts or claims, to Charles Boyle- 
Finsbury House, Blomfield st. Francis & Johnson, Great Winchester st, solors for 


tor 
Lonpon anD West Arrican Gotp Synpicars, Liurrep—Creditors are ey 





on or 

before June 29, to send their names and a the particulars of bts or 

claims, to Charles Hoyle, Finsbury House, Blomfield st. Francis & Johnson, Great 
Winchester st, solors for liquidator 

Niwrop SynpicaTr, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 29, to send their 

names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Boyle, 

Sieeny Bou, Francis & Johnson, Great Winchester st, solors for 

quidator 

Paumerston InpustriaL axp Fixance Corporation, Lontrep-Petn for winding up, 

ited May 11, directed to be heard June 7. New sq, Lincoln's inn. 

Rrotice —eepas must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 

une 
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Perrotr’s Exproration anv Devevorment (Parent) Syxpicate, Likitep—Petn for | Hopxinson, Ann, Spondon, Derby Jane 30 soa Seam, Wirksworth, Derby 
ax 


Log name oar May 11, be heard June 7. 
House, Old Broad st. Notice of appearing must reach the 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 6 


Williams & Co, Winchester | Hucuuiines, Mary, ifax 


Jone18 Huntriss, 


above-named not later than | Incram, Joun Ricnarp, Bournemouth, Solicitor June13 Huntriss, Halifax 


Jacques, Hawnan, Southport — 


Perv Synpicatz, Lourep—Creditors are required, on or before June 29, to rend their | Jonzs, Jony, Bath July 5 


names and 9d and the particulars of their debts 
Finsbury House, 


liquidator 


st. Francis & Johnson, Great Winchester st, solors for 


or claims, to 








Last Day or Cia. 


London Gazette,—Frivay, May 13. 
A.tigs, Faxsy, Bishop’s Froome, Hereford May 31 Cave, Bromyard 
ATKINSON-GrimsHAw, Awya Manta, Bath June 20 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
Baker, Gzorce, Ilfracombe June 24 Lethbridge & Co, Abingdon st, Westminster _ 
Butssetr, Rev Grorcr, Freshford, Wilts June 24 Batchelor & Batchelor, Crooms hill, 


Greenwich 


Brapiex, Witi14M, Nottingham Lace Maker June 20 Cox, Nottingham 
Briver, Emma Mincay, Newmarket May 30 D’Albani & Ellis, Newmarket 
Brown, Juny Hensy, Heswell, Chester Junel Bellringer & Co, Liverpool 


Botier, THrosa.p, Bowness on Windermere, Westmorland 


CuecketTTs, Grorce, Longton, nr Preston May 31 Banks & Co, Preston 
Cuakrke, Epwarp Francis CHAnnine, Chelsea June18 Child & Child, Sloane st 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Grimsby 


’ 
NewtanpD, Witiiam ALFRED, 


July9 Gatey, Ambleside 


July 10 Hart-Dyke, Lancaster pl 
mons 


, 
Charles Boyle, | Jones, Manranne, Elstree, Herts June 20 Young & Co, Ely pl, Holborn circus 
Ke.iy, Henry Nicuouas, Upper Holloway, t 
Lewis, Juuia Ann, Birmingham June 24 Jeffery & Co, Birmingham 
Livpsay, Col James Gavin, Horsham June 8 Richardson & Co, Suffolk st, Pall Mall Rast 
‘meee Wituiam, Witton le Wear, Durham, Mining Engineer June 20 Barker, 
t 


June J5 Hockin & Co, Manchester 


Mesziox, Pruvence, Sparkbrook, Birmingham June 2i Jeffery & Co, Birmingham 
Mityes, GrorGet, Halifax, Printer June16 Godfrey & Co, Halifax 
NeEwBALD, Cuances James, Beverley, Yorks, Shipowner’s Manager Jnne15 Hearfield ¢ 


Moscow rd, Paddington, Builder June 18 Newland & 
mn 


Newland, St Peter’s pk, Paddingto 
Pez, Frep Basineton, Looe, Cornwall, Lieut Col Indian Army June 9 Graves, 


Posnrtr, EDWARD Beal, Kellington, Yorks, Farmer June 27 Arundel & Son, Ponte. 
Foren. mapan, Reatiiey, Hereford, Labourer June 10 Temple & Philpin, Kington, 
Price, Joux, New Radnor, Radnor, Miller June10 Temple & Philpin, Kington, Here. 
oammek, Jane Maru, Leytonstone June 20 Whitehouse & Co, Old Jewry 


PRIESTLEY, WALTER, Halifax, Horsekeeper June1l Clarkson & Ruckley, Halifax 
a see, Llanrwst, Denbigh May 24 Chamberlain & Johnson, Llanrwst, 
Denbig’ 


Cogan, Thomas ALBert Bamprietp, Tyndalls Park, Bristol July 1 Abbot & Co, Bristol | Reap, Freperick Titus, Hampton Wick, Artist June14 Davis, Albemarle st 


CoreaTe, Rosert, Eastbourne June 25 Langham & Swift, Eastbourne 
Covinetoyw, ALFRED WILLIAM, Walworth June 12 Beard & Sons, Basinghall st 


Crook, Janz, Aughton, Lancs Junel4 Toulmin & Co, Liv 


CrossLey, Wii11AM, Halifax, Grocer June8 Dey, Halifax 


DeaeMAn, Joseruine Louisa MarGarEeTTa, Upper Norwood 
Ironmonger In, Cheapside 


June 4 Jordan & Lavington, | tcort, Erten, Chel 
PHREEVE, Caar_es, Littleover, 





DE i "eee Louisa, Sleaford, Lincs June 15 Withers & Withers, Arundel st, | Siumoxps, Wituiam Watten, 


Dyer, Heyry, Liverpool July10 Hart-Dyke, Lancaster pl 


Evans, Tuomas, Brixton, Manufacturer June1l Sandom & Co, Gracechurch st 


ney, Gravesend 


| Surrn, Gzorrrey, Cadogan sq A 
Syarru, Exten, Hexham, Northumberland June13 Baty & Fisher, Hexham 


RIDEHALGH, JosepH, Halifax June16 Godfrey & Co, Halifax 
Rosson, Jane, Bowdon, Chester June 30 Eaton, Manchester 
Kupp, Louisa Matitpa, Wimbledon June 15 Crawley & Co, Arlington st, Piccadily 
SagGEext, Marrua, sen, Old “barlton Junel4 Duke, Gresham st 
tenhaum June13 Hughes & Bartlett, Lincola’s inn fields 


Derby June 20 Gadsby & Coxon, Derby 
Trinity House Pilot, Gravesend May 21 Mitchell & 


1 Roweliffes & Co, Bedford row 


Fearn, Jonny, Manchester, Beer Retail Junell Broadsmith & Stead, Manchester Sow, JOSEPHINE AMELIA, Chicago, USA June10 Orford & Sons, Manchester 





Garpyer, Jane, Stafford ; May 31 Stileman & Neate, Southampton st, Bloomsbury sj 
GrenixG, Freperick Cuarues, Lewes, Cattle Dealer June 30 Hillman, Lewes 


Gituam, Joun Fuieut, Madley June 22 Jeffery, Worcester 


Goma, Jonn Bartuotomew, Edgbaston, Birmip June 24 Thomas & Co, Birmigham 
Goopwin, Marraa Auice, Athford, nr Bakewell, Derby May 31 Hervey & Co, Hyde 


—— Courtney, Forest Hill, Kent Jane 10 
eC 


it st 
Seenen, nee, Soothill, Yorks, Builder June 30 Gledhill, pemnue 
Me House, nr Alfreton, Derby, 


Haxwarp, Freperick, Needham Market, Suffolk June 30 Marsden & Co, Old 


Haycocx, Henry Epwarp, Ironvi 
Danning & Co, Honiton 


‘avendish st 


| SomegVILLE, Mary Maria, Wi 


imslow June 25 Doyle, Manchester 

| SouprEy, Evizasetn, Dolemeads, Bath June18 Simmons & Co, Bath 
| STEPHENS, JosepH CLEwiTT, Tulse hi 
| Taomas, Tuomas, Llanboidy, Carmarthen June1l Browne, Carmarthen 
| “’wynam, Marrua, Southampton June 20 Martelli, Staple inn 


hilt June 15 Carr, Gt Tower st 


m & Co, Gt Marlborough st, | Tver, Janne, Stourport, W:rcester June 18 Loft, Stourport 


Werruavsen, Davin, 8t Leo: 


Gray’s inn 


| VenaBLes, THomas CHARLES, Queenhithe June15 Baker & Co, Cannon st 
| WaGLanp, WALTER GrorcE, Battersea July1 Tubbs & Welch, Aldersgate st 
urgeon June 18 | Wayman, Jang, Parkstone, Dorset June 12 Whitford, Budge row 
mard’son Sea June 30 Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 
WuitFtE.p, Margaret, South Hampstead June 24 Hewlett & Co, Raymond bidgs, 


Haywarp, Rey Freperick Lawson, Tunstall, Suffolk June 30 Marsden & Co, Old | Wiciey, Georce, Birmingham, Horse Slaughterer June 24 Jeffery & Co, Birmingham 
Wiisy, Caaries Henry, Ossett, Yorks July 1 Lawrence, Ossett 
1iler June 11 Broadsmith & | WiLL1amson, Susannan, Whi 
Yeatrs, Saran Anny, Lower 
chester 


Cavendish st 
Herpson, Witu1Am Joun, Harpurhey, Manchester, Beer Ret 
Stead, Manchester 
Hoxpsworts, E..en, Halifax June13 Huntriss, Halifax 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, May 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ackrett, Purr, East Plymouth, Cab Proprietor 
Plymouth Pet May10 Ord May 10 

Baitey, Srersen Watter, Kirkstall, Leeds, Farm 

Leeds Pet May10 Ord May 10 

Bamaer, Jonn Joszrn, Bacup, Lancs, Watchmaker Roch- 
dale Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Banker, James Grorce Witiiam, Hull, Compositor 
Chesterfield Pet May11 Ord May ll 

Buacxsury, Art vr, Torworth nr Bawtry, Notts, Grocer 
Lincoln Pet May10 Ord May 10 

Bouit, Wiiu1am SamvuzL, Watford, Public house Broker 
8t Albans Pet April22 Ord May 10 

Bute, James, West Bridgford, Notts, Builder Notting- 
ham Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Cuaupers & Co Joxy, we poe Forwarding Agents 
Liverpool Pet April18 Ord May 9 

Cor, Ricuarp, Cambridge st, Pimlico High Court Pet 
April9 Ord Ma: 


yi 

Coorrr, Gzorcr. Goodmanham, Yorks, Farmer York Pct 
May 10 Ord May 10 

Corrie, Freperick James, Smallheath, Stonemason Bir- 
mingham Pet Mayil Ord May 11 

Carackyg.t, Hexsert, Craven rd, Paddington, Chemist 
High Court Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Caispix, Witt1am Eastuonp, Willesden Green, Butcher 
High Court Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Deakin Hewry, Patricroft, Lancs, Pork Butcher Salford 
Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Eacuz, Joun Wooprvrrs, 8t Osyth, Eesex, Farmer Col- 
chester Pet May 10 Ord May lu 

Evans, Witt1aAm James, 8t Weonards, Hereford, Farmer 
Hereford Pet April 25 Ord May 7 

Fikta, Joss, Heckmondwike, Bootmaker Dewsbury Pet 
May 10 Ord May 10 

GarpisEr, Gzorcr, Faversham, Corn Factor Canterbury 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Gotpperc, Wittiam. Borough, Costumier High Court 

“ Pet May 11 ong ~ LM as 

nirfitas, WiLuiaM, Bri ler, Cardiff Pet May 9 

Ord May 9 ‘ o 


y 

Harnis, Ricuarp Gzorcr, Newmarket, Clerk Cambridge 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Hagrop, Artnaur, Brook’s Bar, nr Manchester, Traveller 
Saliord Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Hissert, Caries Henry, Waterloo, Lancs, Grocer 
Ashton under Lyne Pet May11 Ord May 11 

Hoxianp, Cuarves, Bristol, Tobacconist Bristol Pet May 
10 Ord May 10 

Howartn, Tuomas Littterairn, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Lithographer Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 14 Ord 

y 


Jacxsox, Epwarsp Wi..1am, Kingston upon Hull, Cycle 
Engineer Kingston 


upon Hull Pet May 10 Ord May 10 | 








Janes, Jacos, Croydon, Builder Croydon Pet May 11 
Ord May 11 

Joxes, Tomas, Connah’s Quay, Flint, Carter Chester Pet 
May9 Ord May 9 J 

Kiysey, CuristoPpHerR Joseru, Treorchy, Glam, Fruiterer 
Pontypridd PetMay10 Ord May 10 : 

MAarsHALL, Joun #rEDERICK, North Hykeham, Lincs, Boot 
Dealer Derby Pet April27 Ord May 9 

Masoy, Cuaritzs Wim, Brixton rd, Hosier High Court 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 i 

Oapen-TayLor, ArTHUR, Liverpool, Solicitor Liverpool 
Pet April 28 Ord May 10 


Onetey, Witt1am Henry, Tonbridge, Fishmonger Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet April23 Ord May 9 
Po.LarD, Harry, Manchester, Plumber Manchester Pet 


May9 Ord May9 
Rees, Heapert F, iatheseah rd, 8t John’s Wood, Con- 
meee Motor Expert High Court Pet April8 Ord 


ay4 
Roseats, Grorce, Walsall, Currier Walsall Pet May 9 
Ord May 9 


y 

Satt, Harry Tuomas, Upper Holloway. Stockbroker’s 
Clerk High Court Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Suarpues, James, Wrockwardine Wood, Salup, Stonemason 
Madeley Pet May11 Ord May 11 

Suort, Toomas Epear, Halifax, General Carrier Halifax 
Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Sranton, James, Tipton, Iron Founder Dudley Pet May 
9 Ord May 9 


Tsomas, Ropert Moreswortn, WiLtiam Cuaries, THOMAS, 
and Joun Anprew TxHomas, Penzance, Coachbuilders 
Truro Pet May4 Ord May7 

Tuaner, Joun Levitt, Spring Bank West, Kingston upon 
dull Kingston upon H Pet April 14 Ord May 10 

Waiter, Rosert Witiiam, Grimsby, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
May9 Ord May 9 

Wipp, Carr, Westgate, Otley, Yorks, Grocer Leeds Pet 
May9 Ord May 9 


y 
Witey, Saran Ann | Barnsley,Grocer Barnsley 


W: vineg A Ord May 0 Dewsb' Machinery Brok 

1Lcock, GzorGE, Westtown, sbury, i roker 
Dewsbury Pet Mayll Ord May 11 

Wituiams, Joun, Ne .» Mon, Builder Newport, Mon 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Wricut, L J, Sheffield, Manufacturer’s Agent Sheffield 

Pet April 33 Ord May 10 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Cameron, Duxcay Ewen, Pont st, Chelsea High Court 
Rec Ord Nov 10,1903 Resc May 11, 1904 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Buivck, Jonny, Hartlebury, Worcester, Licensed Victualler 
May 25 at 1130 ff Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, 


Burtox, evez, Marlow, Corn Dealer May 21 at12 1, St 
Aldates, ‘ord 
Butier, Atsert, Gillingham, Dorset, Horse Dealer May 


tehaven June 10 Thompson, Whitehaven 


Broughton, Salford June 24 Hankinson & Son, Man 








Cor, Ricuarp, Pimlico, Licensed Victualler May 26 at ll 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cooper, GrorGe, Goodmanham, Yorks, Farmer May % 
at 2.30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

CracKNELL, Hersert, Craven rd, Paddington, Chemist 
May 26 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Crispin, Wittiam Eastmonp, Willesden Green, Buteber 
May 25 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Deakty, Henry, Patricroft, Lancs, Pork Butcher Junel 
at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manche-ter 

EaGie, Joun Wooprurre, St Osyth, Essex, Farmer May 
21 at 11 o- Hotel, Colchester 

Frencu, James Mason, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Shoemaker 
June 9 at 1030 Court hou-e, King’s Lynn 

Harpeman, Henry, Tenbury, Worcester, Hotel Keeper May 

21 at 11.10 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

Haze.i, Grorce, Reading, Pork Butcher May 26 at 12 
14, Bedford row, London 

Jeavons, WILLIAM, Tipton, Baker May 25 at11 Off Rec, 
199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Nicuutson, Joun Wicitam, Gc Driffield, Yorks, Saddler’s 
Assistant May 21 at11 Off Rec, Trinity House in, Hull 

Paice, Epwarp, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd’s bush May Wat 
12 Bankruptcy bl Carey st 


Pe.orave, Georce Puitir, Litle Massingham, Norfolk, 
Farmer Jusce 9 at 10.15 Court house, King’s Lynn 

Picott, ArTaur, Luton, Cattle Dealer May 21 at12 Of 
Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Quietzy, Epwarp, Cardiff, Theatrical Manager May 25 
atll 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Revenine, Henay, Uray’s Hill, nr Biller'cay, Essex, Job- 
bing Carpenter May 25at 12 14, Bedford row 

Ricnanpson, CHaBLEs James, Coventry May 30 at 11.90 

ff Bec, 8, High st, Coventry 

Rocers, Witiiam, Weymouth, Pork Butcher May 21 at! 
Crown Hotel, Weyme uth 

SaLt, Harry Taomas, Upver Holloway, Clerk May 26a 
12 gs, Carey st : 

Sxuort, Tuomas Epcar, Halifax, General Carrier May % 
at3 Off Rec, To li chmbrs, Halifax 

Simmans, Evizasetu Any, East Grinstead, Livery Stable 
K-reper May 19 at 1130 24, Railway app, 


Bridge 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

AcxkretL, Pur, Plymouth, Cab Proprietor Plymouth 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Bawey, StTerazn Water, Kirkstall, Leeds, Fam 

Leeds PetMay10 Ord May 10 : 

Barkes, James GEORGE ILLIAM, Hull, Compost or 
chesterfield Pet May1l Ord May 11 

Buacksury, ArTHor, Torworth, nr Bawtry, Notts, Grocer 
Lincoln Pet May10 Ord May 10 4 

Boots, Gzorce Eowarp, Southall, Cycle Dealer Windsor 
Pet aprls Ord May 6 

Buck, Erwin Grorcz, Milton Park, Highgate, Traveller to 
an Ammunition Merchant High Court Pet Apil#l 
Ord May 10 





2%at12 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, Salisbury 


Butziac, James, West Bridgford, Notts, Builder Nottipg- 
ham Pet May9 Ord May 9 












8 
nchester 
| Mall East 
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gham 
learfield & 
lewland & 
9 Graves, 
on, Ponte. 
i, Kington, 
ston, Here. 
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i. 
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‘raveller to 
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Notting: 


May 21, 1904. 
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prs, Axzent, Gillingham, Dorset, Horse Dealer Salis- 
Pet April 28 Ord =~ 

ho Grores, Goodmanham, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
May 10 Ord May 10 

Coorek, JOSEPH, jun, Rhiwderin, Mon, Market Géelenar 

ewport, Mon Pet March 5 Ord May 9 

CaisPIN, gg Eastmonp, H gh rd, Willesden Green, 
Butcher High Court Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Salford Pet 


DeaKIN, oe” — Pork Butcher 
May 9 Ord May 1 

Bac.e, Joun Woopru a 8t Osyth, Essex, Farmer Col- 
chester Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

FistH, Joss, Heckmondwike, York, B.otmaker Dewsbury 
Pet 


May 10 Ord May 10 

GanvineR,. Gzoree, Faversham, Kent, 
Canterbury Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

GOETZ, @EORGE, oe. av, Publican High Court Pet 
March 31 Ord May 

GotppERG, WILLIAM, i oh st, 9 tae Costumier High 
Court Pet May 11 rd May al 

Quirritns, Witi1aM, Bridgend, Collier Cardiff Pet May 

y 


Corn Factor 


9 Ord 

Hageis, Ricuaro Gores, _ wmarket, Clerk Cambridge 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Harrop, Artuur, Brook’s Bar, nr Manchester, Traveller 
Salford Pet May9 Ord May 10 

Harvey, Geratp Ricuarp Musceave, Throgmorton av, 
Stockbrok»r High Court Pet March 11 Ord May 5 

Haywarb, Joun, Acton High Court Pet March 19 Ord 
Ord May 5 

Hissert, CHARLES Henry, Waterloo, Lancs, Grocer 
Ashton under Lyne Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Hiexett, Percy, Mog Bay, Denbigh, Solicitor Bangor 
Pet April8 Ord May 1t 

Howaxp, Caae.es, Bristol, 
May 10 Ord May 10 

Jackson, Epwarp iansen, Kingston upon Hull, Cycle 
Eogineer Kingston upon Hull Pet May 10 Ord 
May 10 

Janes, JACOB, , Seagten, Builder 
Ord May 1 

JENNINGS, cies Hewry,and Witiiam James JENNINGS, 
Walmer rd, North Kensington, Corn Merchants High 
Court Pet March 24 Ord May 11 

KixwEar, JAMES, peteconsh, Coal Agent Scarborough 
Pet April 16 Ord May lv 

Kissey, Custstopaer Joserpn, Treorchy, Glam, Fruiterer 
Pont; pridd Pet May10 Ord May 10 

Krause, Cart, Goring st, ——- Merchant High 
Court Pet April 13 Ord May 

Laypsteix, Apo.PH, Golden in, Shick Manufacturer High 
Court Pet March 17 Ord May 9 

Mary, WiiL1amM Wa Ter, Streatham, Miller Wandsworth 
Pet Aprili8 Ord May 10 

Marsua., Jonn Freperick, North Hykeham, Lines, Boot 
Dealer Derby Pet April27 Ord May 9 

Mason, Cuaries Wiiuiam, Brixton rd, Hosier . High Court 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Meakin, Harry Rowzanp, Chancery ln, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Jani4 Ord May 9 

Picort, Antuur, Luton, Cattle Dealer Luton Pet May 5 
Ord May 10 

Pottarp, Harry, Manchester, Plumber and Contractor 
Manchesier Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Rees, Hersert Freperick, Mariborough rd, St John’s 
Wood, Consulting Motor Expert High ‘Court Pet 
April 8 Ord May 11 

Rozgrts, ay Wals:ll, Currier Walsall Pet May 9 


Tobacconist Bristol Pet 


Croydon Pet May 11 


Ord May 9 
Sart, Harry Tuomas, St John's villas, Upper se 
—e Cierk High Court Pet May 10 Ord 


con » Aa Flookburgh, Cark in Cartmel, Grocer Burrow 
in Farness Pes April 25 O:d May 10 

Suort, Tnomas Eogar, Halifax, General Carrier Halifax 
Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Stanton, JAMES, Tipton, guded, Iron Founder Dudley 
Pet May 9 Ord May9 

Tuomas, RopertT Moresworts, WIttiamM CHARLES 
Tuomas, and Jonn ANDREW THOMAS, “+ ameaee Coach- 
builders Truro Pet May 4 Ord Ma 

Warts, Rosert WILLIAM, Grimsby, Geaner * Sheela Pet 
May 9 Ord 4 

Wing bx Care, Otley, Yorks, Grocer Leeds Pet May9 Ord 


vane, a ANN, Begeten, nr Barnsley, Grocer Barnsley 
tMay9 Ord May 

naocn. GEORGE, chown, Dewsbury, Machinery Broker 
Dewsbury Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Wituiams, Jonny, RY ie Mon, Builder Newport, Mon 
Pet May 11 Ord 

Witsoy, H L, Worthing, Grocer Portsmouth Pet April 
6 Ord May 10 

Amended notice substituted for that — in the 
London Gazette of May 

Roorrs, WILLIAM, Wegmnouth, Pork aw Dorchester 

Pet April 29 Ord May 9 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Carrenter, Ricaarp, Heaton Mersey, Lancs, Mercantile 
Clerk ‘Stockport Adjud Feb8 Annul May 6 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Agnotp, Wini1am SHapracu, Greenfield, Fli:ton, Beds, 
Bricklayer Bedford Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Barker, Tom, North Ormesby, Yorks, aoe Keeper 
Middlesbrou h Pe; May13 Ord May 13 

Bar.ow, Tom, Halifax, . “iocmrmeatea Assisiant Halifax 
Pet May 12 Ord May 

Boworn, Joun H, Bolton, Manufacturing Chemist Bolton 
Pet April 28 ‘Ord May 

Borrerwortn, Joux, Theceke, —- see, Builder 
Rochdale Pet May 13 Ord May 

Carruruers, James, Carlisle, ur Reskdale, Baker Carlisle 
Pet May’ 13 Ord May 13 

Cavauier, Fsancis Hersert, Chelsea, Brewer High 
Court’ Pet May 12 Od — 12 

Curry, Ausert, Harwich, Grocer Colchester Pet May 13 

rd May 13 





CorsetTt, James nt Oxford, Grocer “Oxford Pet 
May 13 Ord May 13 
nm. Joux, Bath, Bookseller Bath Pet May 10 Ord 


De ok JOHN By and Howarp Kyan De Lacy, 
Lavergool Electrical Engineers Liverpool Pet April 26 


EmeE ty, b> bl caenemt, Woburn, Grocer Luton Ord 
May13 Ord 

Evans, ALBERT, eal Heath, seam, Flour Dealer 
2 Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Farzar, Joun Epwarp, y= Brewers’ Traveller 
Halifax Pet May4 Ord May 

Fx ampton, ay Se Oa, Builder High Court Pet 

March Ord May 13 

FRANKS, die Henry, Deal, pyamenes Ageat Canter- 
bury Pet april19 Grd May 14 

ay ape Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet May 12 Ord 


May 

Grommet, eee Pant, yy Hotel Proprietor Newtown 
Pet May 13 Ord May 

Gu.ston, Ricnarp Guan, Heanor, Derby, Grocer Derby 
Pet May 12 Ord Ma 

— ILY po ;, as T dging house 

oe Scarborough Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
om he Walbrook High Court Pet Jan 8 Ord 


aaa a Manchester PetMay4 Ord 


ML Ay A.pert Henry, Tilston, Manchest-r, Circus 
prietor Manchester Pet May 12 Ord May 12 
Ait, less, ame 5 ee West Bromwich Pet May 
12 Ord Ma 
Hueues, — 7 Lianfair, nr Harlech, keen, 
Labo Portmadoc Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
[sERIEF, - vl Henry, pest. Wine Merchant Brad- 
ford Pet May 12 Ord May 
Joss, ELLEN AMBROSE, Bangor, Cabinet Maker Bangor 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
Jongs, Ricnarp, P-ntre, Lianfair, Mectgumery, Farmer 
Newtown Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Last, Cnc Ipswich, House Agent Ipswich Pct May 
13 ay 13 
Laruer, Henry, Spondon, Derby, Coal Merchant Derby 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Lewis, Harry WILLox, papetiond, Leicester 
ham Pet May13 Ord May 1 
Mitxs, Marrna, Alton, staffs, Widow Stoke upoa Trent 
Pet March 19 Ord May 13 
Moon, Water, King William st, “7 Transfer Agent 
Court Pet Dec17 Ord Ma 
Nort, Joun Waters, Bilston, 8! sheet Iron Roller 
Ferry, Cnester, Estate 


Wolverhampton Pet Muy 14 — 
wer >> Bee ne Rock 
s Clerk Liverpool Pet May 11 O:d May 11 
Quwain ' Some Riviey, Uplands, | arn Ship Owner 
Swansea Pet May1é Ord Ma 
PinkNEY, Jonn CuristorxEr, Whit = orks, t eacag Dealer 
Stockton on Tees Pet May 11 Ord May 11 
Rosearts, W1LL1aM DanIRL, _s Clerk Kidder- 
minster Pet May 13 Ord Ma: 
Scort, H Bur.zer, Highams Pak, a’! pune 
t High Court Pet Feb20 Ord Ma 
Suort, oe GrorGe, , Draper Leeds Pet May 13 


y 1 

Treizr, James, Weet Bromwich, Grocer West Bromwich 
Pet April z7 Ord May 13 

Unperwoop, Wituram Henry, Saeeens, Plumber 
Chesterfi Pet April12 Ord May 

Watt, Jonny AntHony, Matlock ~\-y cz. Hydropathist 
Derby Pet May 13 Ord Ma: 

Watiaog, Ricnasp Horatio, ford Park, Journa ist 
Brentford Pet May11 Ord Ma 

Wenuam, Wim, Croydon, Electrical. Engineer Croydon 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

WHELLER, GeorGe, Vass, Yeovil, Blacksmith Yeovil Pet 
May 12 Ord May 12 

WIiLkinson, Water Jamgs, = ee Engineer 
Cambridge Pet May 14 

Witurams, Baintey Wyn, Woexhame Jeweller Wrexh.m 
Pet May 18 Ord May 13 

Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Apri 29: 

Sma.i, Witt1am Hewry, Crofton Park, Brockley, Builder 

Greenwich Pet March 21 Ord A: pril 26 
Amended notice substituted for that ae in the 
London Gazette of May 3 


Hatt, Witi1am Coicuester, and Ouantas Henry Hatt, 
jun, Lower 8;denham, Grocers Greenwich Pet April 
27 Ord April 27 


Notting- 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baiey, Stepsen Wacts, Kirkstall, Leeds, Farm Manager 
May 26 at 1130 Off Rec, 22, Park row, , Leeds 

Bag.ow, — —/o Pawnbroker’ . Assistant May 26 at 

brs, Halifax 

Bayes, JosePu a hem acbuee, Derby, Baker May 
26at3 Off Rec, 47, Fall st, Der 5! 

BLacKBUBN, Anravn ‘Torworth, nr Bawtry, Notts, Grocer 
May 27 at 12 Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Bovonsr, Henry “io Blackpool pool, Pianoforte Tuner 
June 8 at 2.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

oy Jouy H, Bolton, Manufacturing Chemist June 3 
at3 19, , Exchange st 

Bou Wiuitam SAMUEL, Watford Public house Broker 
May 28 at 3 15 The Lime Tree Hotel, 33, High st, Wat- 


Borpvett, Cuartes, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Clothier 
May 25at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 


Cavatier, Francis Hersert, Albert Bridge, a 
Brewer May z7 atl2 Sankru bidgs, awe s st 

Cuampess, Water Frepesick, Reading, Boot 
May 30at 12 14, Bedford row 

CiayTon, Jusepa, Kilnh > Labourer May 26 at 
12 Off Rec, Figtree In, sheffield 

Crows, Epwarp Grapwet, Barrow in Furness, Saddler 
June 3 at 11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 





Davies, Witiram eg Mirthes Epon” Tailor May 25 
atl2 135, 

De Lacy, Jou tod and 
Live: i 


, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Evans, WiuaM, Cwmaman, Aberdare, Assistant Colliery 
i ee! 26 at 2 so, High st, 4 Tydol 
i, Joss, Hi : ow gl — i. at 11 
Rec, Bank chmbrs. a Goiporation Dews 
Framptox, Joux, East Dul Builder May 0 at 11 


Bankru bidgs, Carey st 
o~*;, Howano Josnrn, Covent pein, Florist May 30 at 


bidgs, Carey st 
Gronoxe, I a ee tae , Grocer May 2% at 11 Off 
Victoria st. 
Givspara, ry Hs Leeds, Draper May 26 at 12 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 
as Wii, _~ey Costumier May 27 at 11 


—_ bidgs, Carey st 
Te TLLIAM. pent. Collier May 26 at 3 117, 
it Mary st, 

Gurney, THomas, te Thames, Builder May 27 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

om i rocer May 27at12 Off 

Berridge st, Leicester 

Masees’ Wane Jouy, Tothill st, Westminster, Green- 
grocer May 31 at230 Bankruptcy bldgs Carey st 

Harrop, Artuur, Brooks’s Bar, nr Manchester, Traveller 
Junelats Off Ree, Byrom’ st, Manchester 

Hi, fae g Smethwick, —, + emnad May 26 
atll 174, Cor a my 

— Grnanp ENRY, "Bradford, ine Merchant May 
27 at3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, ‘ord 


JACKSON, yt 4 Witiam, Kingston upon Hull, Cycle 
May 25 at 11 Off Ree, Trmity House In, 


H 

Jervis, Ernest Scott, Queen’s gate May 31 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy , Carey st 

JERVIS, Eaxestixe Emma PENELore Scorr, Queen’s gate, 

May 31 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Kiyman, Cuarizs, Boars Hill, Berks, — Hous: 
Keeper May v5 at 3.90 1, St Alda’ 01 

Last, Ricuarp, Ipswich , House Agent ie Watit 386, 
Princes st, I) 

Mary, Witit1am Water, Streatham, Miller May 26 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London —y 

MALDIFFASSI, Rupotr, Soho st, Share xr May 27 at 
2.30 Bankry bld ldgs, Carey st 

Mason, foe net wi oagh— Brixton rd, Hosier May 30 at 

1 


2 
Morey, a fed ~~ bang —_ May 27 at 2 135, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Powis, Buyron Warnman, and Atrrep Arraur May, 
Birmingh Photographers May 25 at 11 174, Cor- 


ousntion st, 

Prickett, Henry, Rampside, nr Barrow in Furness, Farmer 
June 3 at 1115 Of Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Furness 

Res, Heepert Pomneneen, Fae y rd, St John’s 
Wood, Consulting Motor Expert May 26 at 11 Bank- 


ruptcy bi st 
Scorr, W Big, Case “Prafe bldgs, Northumberland av, 
Charing Cross, Agent May 27 at12 Bank® 


ruptcy bidgs, 

Suagp.es, James, Wrockwardine Wood, Salop pees 
June 1 at 11.10 County Court Office, Madele 

Saw, ry Flookburgh, Cark in Cartmel, Geese June 1 
atl Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Suaw, eer Tuomas, w in Furnes, Van Driver 
so 10.45 Off ” Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 

Sarptey, WituiaM Epuunp, —. Staffs, Duper May 
26at11.15 Off Rec, = ewcastle, 
Size, Wiit1aM THompsoy, Mon, ‘Buider May 
26at11 Off Rec, Westgate bee, ——s Mon 
Warts, Rosert WILL1aM, Grimsb: May 26 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, 

Wipp, Cara, Otley. Yorks, Grocer May 26at1l Off Ree, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Wusy, Saran Ann, Royston, yp ot Grocer May 27 
at 10.15 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, 

Witcock, Grorcr, West Town, Dowsiens, Macbinery 

roker May 27 at12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corpora- 

tion st, ury 

Wuurass, Joun, ShopRhos, Meirch, nr Llangefni, Anglesey, 
Grocer May 25 at1215 Ship Hotel, Bangor 

WILLIAMS, —_ Pontardulais, Glam, Grocer May 26 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Woopwakrp, Joszrn Warrington, Builder June 3 at 10.45 
Court house, Palmyra sq, Warri 


meee notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 10: 
st, Borough, 


Rocue, Tiworay, and Patrick Rocue, Tabard st, 
Floor Cloth Dealers May 18 atii Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Barker, Tom, North Ormesby, Yorks, Beerhouse Keeper 
Middlesbrough Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Pawnbroker’s Arsistant Halifax 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 12 

Bowpen, Juun H, Bolwn, cpneang Chemist Bolton 
Pet et April 28 Ord May 13 

Bu ay Henry, Marlow, Bucks, Corn Dealer Aylesbury 


ll Ord May 11 

Burrerwosts, Jouy, wm nr Rochdale, Builder 
Rochdale ‘Pet Ord tay 18 

, Baker Carlisle Pet May 13 


CAVALIER, ies Herseert, Albert bage, Chelsea, Brewer 


High Court Pet May 12 Ord May 
Camas mayen y Harwich, Grocer Oolebcs ster Pet May 13 
y 
CorsetT James Fow.er, Oxford,Grocer Oxford Pet May 
13 Ord May 13 
Cones, a Bath, Bookseller Bath Pet May10 Ord 


C H Cra rd, Padding 
“egal Chemist High Court Patan io” Ord May Ord May 


warp Kyaw De Lacy 
May 25 at 2.90 Off 




































CARRUTHERS, JAMES, 
Ord May 
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Dowstne, New and, Ipswich, Builder Ipsaich Pet April 
26 Ord May 12 

Emery, WiturAm Caar.es, Woburn, Grocer 
May 13 Ord May 13 

a, Puivip, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet May 12 Ord 


yl 

Gittins, Roger, Pant, Salop, Hotel Proprietor Newtown 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Guuston, Ricaarp Cares, Heanor, Derby,Grocer Derby 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Hayps, Artnur, Leicester, Greengrocer Leicester Pet 
March 26 Ord May 14 

Hawiey, Emutry Wawye, Scarborough, Lodging house 
Keeper Scarborough Pet May14 Ord May 14 

Hi, Jouy, West Bromwich West Bromwich Pet May 
12 Ord May 12 

Hoye, Arravr, Triangle, nr Halifax, Farmer Halifax 
Pet April 12 Ord May 12 

Hueues. Jonny, Lianfair. nr Harlech, Merioneth, Labourer 
Portmadoc Pet May13 Ord May 13 

Iserizr, Gerarp Henry, Bradford, Wine Merchant Brad- 
ford Pet May12 Ord May 12 

Jones, EvtEN Amprose, Bangor, Cabinet Maker Bangor 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

JoxEs. THomas, Connah’s Quay, Flint, Carter 
Pet May 9 O;d May 12 

Last, Ricuarp, Ipswich, House Agent Ipswich Pet May 
13 Ord May 13 


LatHer Henry, Spondon, Derby, Coal Merchant Derby 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Laycock, WiLtiAM ArTaur, and Caartes Freperick 
Rocexs, Wimbledon, Architects Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Jani6é Ord May 14 

Lewis, Harry Wit.ox, Bottesford, Leicester Nottingham 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

LoeWENGARD, Avotpn, Park In High Court Pet May 2 
Ord May 14 


y 
sine — Guildford Guildford Pet Jan 25 Ord 
ay 

Pat.ips, CaaRtes Lewis, Southampton st, Strand, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Dec9 Pet May 12 

Pinkney, Joun Curistopner, Whitby, Boot Dealer Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Roserts, WitL1aM Danrex, Kidderminster, Clerk Kidder- 
minster Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Secat, Henry, Southampton Docks, Boot Dealer South- 
ampton Pet May5 Ord May 12 

Suort, Atrrep Grorce, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet May 13 
Ord May 13 

TusLanD, A De Saes, St Albans, Stockbroker St Albans 
Pet March7 Ord May 11 

Voxes, beg Jouy, Brixton High Court Pet Feb 29 

ay 12 

Wat, Joun Antuony, Matlock Bank, Derby, Hydro- 
pathist Derby Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Wesuam, Witiiam, Croydon, Electrical Engineer Croydon 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Wue ter, Grorce, Yeovil, Blacksmith Yeovil Pet May 
12 Ord May 12 

Wikinson, Water James, Ely, Cambridge, Enginer 
Cambridge Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Witutams, Brintey Wynyx, Wrexham, Jeweller Wrexham 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 6: 

Harvey, Jouy, Hulme, Manchester, Draper Manchester 

Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 10: 

Forp, Irwin Jouysoy, Darleston, Staffs, Machinist’s 

Traveller Walsall Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 

Hay, James Suita, Elsw “yy bey South Hampstead, China 
Merchant High Court ce Ord Aug 16,1901 Adjud 
Oct 9, 1901 Rescand Anovul, May 14, 1904 


OLICITOR (29) Desires Clerkship; useful 
experience in Conveyancing, Company, and General 
practice; efficient Accountant; Shorthand; permanency 
preferred ; small commencing sslary.— Apply, Box 651, 
‘Solicitors’ Journal ” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


TYPEWRITING, SHORTHAND, AND 
DUPLICATING. 


Legal Documents accurately Typed. Secrecy guaranteed. 
Private Rooms for Dictation. Country Orders promptly 
executed. Contract Work at Reduced Rate. 


OLIVER TYPEWRITER COMPANY, Ltd. 
75, QUEEN VICTORIA STREET, E.C. 


Typewriting, Engrossing, Copying 
Executed by trained Law Writers and Typistsand despatched 
by return post. Manifold Type Copies at Moderate Charges. 

Articles vf Association, &c.. printed. Plans copied. 
W. C. HICKMUTT, Law Stationer and Legal ‘Typist, 
63, Temple-row, Birmingham. Estabd. 1890. Tel: 197 Y. 


REEHOLD GROUND-RENT.— To 


Trustees and Others.—A very superior Parcel, £42 
per anoum on Six Houses letting on agreements and 


Luton Pet 


Chester 














occu av charming position near to station on 
Sou! estern Rai whi price £1,092.—G. H. Pancerer, 
9, Ironmonger-lane, B.C. 





£84 FREEHOLD GROUND-RENT for 
SALE, secured on 14 Houses situate in an 
improving nexghbourhood near London; rack-rents £436; 
price purchase.—Fu!l particulars of Hankinson 


24 or) 
Sox, Rotate Agents, Bournemouth, Bcscombe, and 
Camberiey. 
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May 21, 1904, 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











ABRIDGED PROSPECTUS. 


BAST INDIAN RAILWAY COMPANY 


Is ue of £1,500,000 East Indian Railway 
£3 per Cent. New Debenture Stock. 


Principal and Interest Guaranteed by the Secre- 
tary of State for India in Council, as men- 
tioned below. 





Issued under the authority of the Fast Indian Railway 
Company’s Act, 1895 (58 Vict. c. 20), and constituted 
by the undermentioned Trust Deed. 

PRICE OF ISSUE £91 PER CENT. 


Three Months’ Interest payable on the 4th August, 1904. 








T&E GOVERNOR anv COMPANY or tur BANK or 
ENGLAND give notice that they are authorized by the 
Directurs of the East Inpran Rartway Company to receive 
applications for £1,500,000 £3 per Cent. New Debenture 
Stock at the price of £91 per cent. for each £100 of Stock. 

The sanction of the Secretary of State for India in 
Council has been obtained to the issue, under the authority 
of the East Indian Railway Company’s Act, 1895, of the 
present loan, which is required for the general purposes of 
the C mpany, and isin addition to issues of outstanding 
Debentures for £800,300 (of which it is proposed to pay off 
£300,.00 falling due on the 19th June next) and Debenture 
Stock for £5,000,000 already made under the same Act. 
The payment of both principal and interest is guaranteed 
by the Secretary of State out of the revenues of India in 
manner appearing in an Agreement between the Secretary 
of State and the Company, dated 4th day of April, 1899. 

The Register of the Debenture Stock is kept at the 
Company’s Offices, and the Stock will be registered therein 
in the names specified in the requests made for that 
purpose, 

Apolieations, which must be accompanied bya 
deposit of £5 per cent , will be received at the 
Chief Cashier's Office. Bank of England, E.C. 
case of a partial allotment, the balance of the amount paid 
as deposit will be applied towards the payment of the first 
instalment. Should shere b2 a surplus after making that 
payment, such surplus will be retunded by cheque. 

Applicatiors must be f.r multiples of £100. No allot- 
ment will be made of a less amount than £100 Stock. 

The dates on which the further payments will be required 
are as follows :— 

On Thursday, the 16th June, 1904, £21 per cent. ; 

On Friday, the 15 h July, 1904. £20 per cent. ; 

On Friday, the 19th August, 1904, £20 per cent. ; 

On Tues¢ ay, the 13th September, 1904, £25 per cent. ; 
but the instalments may be paid in full on or after the 16th 
June, under discount at the rate of £3 per cent. per 
annum. Ia the case of default in the payment of any 
instalment at its proper date, the deposit and instalments 
previously made will be liable to forfeiture. 

The &tock will be registered in the Company's books on 
or after the 13th September, 1904, but allotments paid 
up in full in anticipation may be registered forthwi'h. 
(N.B.—The Books of the Stock will be shut from the 14th 
July, 1904, to the 3rd August, 1904, inclusive.) 

Applications for the Stock must be on printed forms, 
which may be obtained at the Chief Cashiers Office, Bank 
of England, E.C.; at the Branches of the Bank of Eng- 
land ; at the Offices of the Company, 28-30, Nicholas-lane, 
London, E.C.; or of Messrs. Mullens, Marshall, & Co., 4, 
Lombard-street, E.C. 

The List of Applications will be closed on, or 
before, Thursday. the 24th day of way, 1904. 

Bank of England, E.C., 19th May, 1904. 


‘OLICITORS’ COSTS Prepared for Taxa- 


tion or Delivery for 2 per cent., or salary.—Lex, 57 
Brougham-road, N.E. . 


AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 








s. d. 
Abstracts Copied os «. © 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts das «. 2 3 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand ., . © 2 per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted oon «. 2 O per sheet. 


Full Copies ea oe .. ©O 2 per folio. 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. per sheet; Draft, $d. ditto; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 


4 to £25,000, or Upwards.—Lo 
£50 - Pp ans 
a 





Tmanent mortgage can be immediately 
rranged on freehold or Leasehold Securities, Rever- 
sions, Absolute Life Interests, or other eligible Securities. 
Weeklies not entertained. Not trust funds. — Apply, 
Wituiam P. Neat, -» Solicitor, Pinner’s Hall, Great 
Winchester-street, London E.C. 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—N». 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET. 

Hear GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
fifty years in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, 

&c., and hereby solicite their continued support.—N.B. 

Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dis- 

solutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaration. 





Official stamps for advertisements and file of ‘London i 


Gazette” kept. By appointment. 





O P | CRUISES 

e e Lie TO NORWAY. 

The Orient-Pacific Line will despatch the 83. CUZO, 3,918 

tons register, foi a series of short Cruises to the 
NORWEGIAN FIORDS, 
Leaving Hull 18th June, 2nd, 16th, and 30th July, 
13th and 27th August, 
13 DAYS for 10 Guineas and upwards. 
e 


88. OPHIR, Twin ‘Screw, 6,814 tons register, 
Will Leave London 13th July 


For NORWAY and SPITZBERGEN, 
97 DAYS for 25 Guineas and upwards. 


Managers : 
F. GREEN & CO.; ANDERSON, ANDERSON, & CO, 
Head Offices : gy pee M 
For Passage apply to the latter Firm at 5, Fenchurch. 
avenue, E.C.; or to West End Branch Office, 28, Cockspur- 




















street, 8.W. FIRE, 1 
> & STEAM YACHT VECTIS§ 
. . (6,000 tons; 6,000 h.p.) Write for 
Will leave on her first — 
PLEASURE CRUISE 
To NORWAY and the FAR NORTH 

In the First Week of JULY. RE 

i 2 C ’s West End O 0, 
adie =~ + — — 4 lee ag 
SATURDAY, 2ist inst. rae 
‘'NHE NEW PALACE STEAMERS, LTD. ane 
the “ { 

Sailings on and after 2ist inst. oy 
f —————— 


rom 
Old Svan Pier, London Bridge, 
calling Greenwich and Woolwich. 
*“ DOYAL SOVEREIGN,” 
Daily (Fridays excepted), at 9.20 a m., 


for 
MARGATE and RAMSGATE. 


“ Tf OH-I-NOOR,”’ 
21st, 22nd, and 23rd inst., 


at 8 50 a.m., 
for SOUTHEND and MiRGATE, 


Suita 
THE 





Spe ial Trains, Fenchurch-street Station, 9.45 and 10.28 
a.m., Sunday, 10.15 a.m., St. Pancras, 9.50 a m , to Tilbury. 


Mort, 





Return Fares, available for Season, London to Margate, 
6s. First Saloon, 5s. Second Saloon, St. Pancras, 6d extra. 


LEG 





T. E. BARLOW, Director and Manager, 
50, King William-street, E.C. 


RA4BL’s COURT ITALIAN 
EXHIBITION. 





The Art, Industry, and Commerce of Italy on View. 
‘*VENICE BY NIGHT,” 
Realistically represented in the Empress Hall. 
Forty Gondolas on Three-quarters of a Mile of Canals. 


Venetian Palaces, Churches, Bridges, and Historic 
Buildings, reproduced to scale. 
THE BLUE GROTTO OF CAPRI, 

8T. PETER’S AT ROME, 

MAXIM’S CAPTIVE AIRSHIPS, 

THE ROMAN FORUM, 
And a Host of New Attractions. 
Grounds Transformed wf pay Illuminated by 

ight. 


THE) 


LEADING MILITARY BANDS. 
Apmission Is. Open 12 noon TO 11 P.M. 


ROYAL MILITARY TOURNAMENT. 





Patron—HI8 MAJESTY THE KING. 


MAY 26 to JUNE 9. 
Twice Daily, at 3.0 p.m. and 80 pm. 
Tickets: Morning, 16s. 6d. to 5s. 
Evening, 10s. 6d. to 4s. 
Box Offices : 2, Great Scotland Yard. 
The Agricultural Hall: Baxford-street Entrance, and all 
Libraries 
Now Open. Hours 10.0 to 5.0. 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS 
For Vacancies for, or introductions to the above, apply to — 


J. HARCOURT SMITH, 
The old-established PARTNERSHIP AGENT, 
LAW COSTS DRAFTSMAN, & ACCOUNTANT, 
61 & 62, CHANCERY LANE, W.O. TI 


N.B.—Vacancies for Articled Clerks. Good Mort gage 
Securities Wanted. 





— 


